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ABSTRACT 

Improvement is needed in services cf f ered by the 
Comprehensive finploymant and Training ftct (ClTA) and the U. s. 
EDflcyment Service programs to give designatad clashes of Armed 
Fences veterans special treatment- This' find ing is fcased on reviews 
of six city programs and national prcgia & data* "Special treatment* 1 * 
although required* was not defined in the act or i i piemen ting 
regulationa* It was found that (1) sponsors* progran plans varied 
considerably in describing special consideration provisions; (2) 
labor statistics on. veterans served by prograos were inflated; and 
(3) CET A and employment service prograi eocrdinatiQn vas inadequate. 
To address thera prohleis* soroe General Accounting cf f ice 
recqsienda tions to the Labor Secret ary were to est atlish special 
treatment guidelines fcr various cetera 13 categoiie £5 revise reporting 
require seats to eliminate duplicate counting of veteran participants, 
ana direct labor regional officials tc give increased emphasis to 
assuring that sponsors and gubgrantses list all pa tlic sirvice jobs 
with the Employment Service. Other ree c sue rAati 015s vers made because 
it was found that the U*5* Imployment Service prog 13ns (regular 
employment service* disabled veterans ct3tr^adh r on-the-jofc training, 
ana mandatory job listing) have not assisted veterans to the degree 
they could ha?e* Generally, the, Labor Cepartfent agried with most 
r e£omaendatiofts r bat disagreed wi^h the reccfflme jifla tion that veterans 
should frBgu%ntly visit local Baploymsnt Service 0 f fices* (CSS) 
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Much More Could Be Don® 
For Veterans In Empioyment 
And Training Programs 

Designated cesses of Arnwl Forces voter 
(ins are \o \m given spociiil treatment m 
empioyment ai d training programs admin 
istered by the Depart muni of Lobar. 

Although many veteran r, benefited from 
Employment Service and Comprehensive 
tmpioymeni ana i raining Act programs, 
much more Couid be done in fhos^ pro 
grams to find jobs and training opportuni- 
ties for veterans. 

This report to the Chairman, Senate 
Committee on Veterans* Affairs, contains 
many recommendations for Improving the 
programs. 
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The Honorable Alan D - Cranston 
Chairman/ Committee on Veterans 1 Affairs 
United States Senate 



■ 



Dear Mr. Chairman: 



This is our report on services provided to veterans 
in the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) and 
0, S» Employment Service programs prepared pursuant to the 
October 29, 1976, request of the former Chairman, 

Officials of the Department of Labor, the Veterans 
Administration, the State employment security agencies, 
ar*d CETA prise sponsors included in the review have been 
given the opportunity to review and ccmioent on this report- 
fheir views have been incorporated, where appropriate/ 

Copies of the report are being sent to the Director, 
Ortice or Management and Budfeti to the Secretary of Labori 
the Administrator of Veterans Affairs, Veterans Adminis- 
tration? the heads of State agencies and prime sponsors 
reviewed? *>ther congressional committees? Members of 
Congress; and other interested parties. 




Comptroller General 
of the United states 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL *S 
REPORT TO THE CHAIRMAN 
COMMITTEE ON 
. VETERANS 1 AFFAIRS 
UNITED STATES SENATE 



MUCH MORE COULD BE 
rONE FOR VETERANS IN 
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 
.PROGRAM'S 



DIGEST 

Services offered in the Comprehensive Employment * 
and Training Act ( CETA ) and U.S. Employment Serv- 
ice programs to give designated classes of Armed 
Forces veterans special treatment (as laws and 
regulations require) are in definite need of i, - 
preweinent. These findings are based on reviews 
of programs in Kansas City and Spring *ield„ Mis- 
souri i Los Angeles and San Bernardino, California, - 
Indianapolis and EvansvUle, Indiana,- and tiie 
consideration of national program data, 

CETA programs are managed by over 450 prime 
sponsors— generally State and local governments- 
operating under Department ot Labor regulations. 
The regulations in effect at the time of GAQ's 
field work provided that ^peoilal consideration 
be given to disabled veterans, special veterans, 
ana recently separated veterans— groups here 
after reftirrea to as "priority veterans." Pri- 
ority veteran participation in the programs dur- 
ing ftscal year 197? ranged Cram 4 to over 20 
pereeftt depenaing on the sponsor and the pro- 
gram involved. (See p. 13. ) 

Special aonsidaratlon to applicants 

Although special consideration was required, the 
term was not defined either in the act or imple- 
B>«ntxng regulations. Labor had not provided its 
regional offices or sponsors guidance on giving 
special consideration to priority veterans. 
(See p. 8.) 

Sponsors' program plans varied considerably in 
describing no* special consideration would be 
provided, dimilar variations existed in the 
sponsors 5 subgrants. 
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Sponsors 1 prog cam plans and soma subgrants 
included numerical veteran employment goals? 
although not specifically for priority veter- 
ans* Goals were often subjective , and infor- 
mation was not available on the number of 
unemployed priority veterans residing in the 
sponsors 1 jurisdictions. {See pp. 1U and 11.) 

Special treatment was generally not given 
to priority veterans. In many cases, partici— 
pants were selected based on factors such as 
••best qualified , M "most in need , M or "most 
likely to succeed . " Some referral and selec- 
tion officials were not aware of special con- 
sideration requirements, and operating offi- 
cials did not always know which categories 
of veterans were to receive special treatment. 
(See p. 12. ) 

Labor's monitoring of the sponsors' programs 
generally did not determine whether priority 
veterans received any special treatment* Gen- 
erally, sponsors did little monitoring of 
subgrantees 1 procedures for giving special 
consideration to veterans, and were often un- 
aware of whether ©r how, special consideration 
was provided- (See p. 19.) 

Because ot these shortcomings, priority veter- 
ans had not received special treatment. (See 
p. 22. > 

The 1978 CETA reauthorization added more terms 
describing treatment for various categories 
of veterans. The additional terms add to the 
need for developing guidelines for sponsors. 
(See pp. 21 and 22. ) 

The Secretary of Labor should 

— establish guidelines on the special treat* 
ment to be giver to the various categories 
of veterans, 

^provide guidance to sponsors on how to obtain 
and use planning data on unemployed veterans 
in the different categories when sponsors 
establish participation goals, and 
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^ increase Labor's monitoring of sponsors 1 
procedures for giving special treatment 
to the various categories of veterans* (Set 
pp. 23 and 24* ) 

Program participation data 

The data Labor provides to the Congress arid the 
public on the number of veterans served by 
the program are inflated- (See p* 26.) 

Sponsors did not maintain data on the number of 
persons applying for the progranw Data on all 
applicants would be useful to Labor and sponsors 
in determining whether veteran applicants fare 
better than other applicants* (Sea p. 29*) 

Consequently* the Secretary of Labor should 

—revise reporting requirements to eliminate 
duplicate counting of veteran participants 
and 

—direct that sponsors maintain data on the 
extent to which the various categories of 
veterans entitled to special treatment 
^Pply for the programs and that sponsors 
maintain participant data for **a<!h FU'Dgran^ 
tee, (See pp. 30 and 31*) 

Coordination between CETA 

and employment service programs 

Public service eroployment openings were not 
always listed with the U.S. Employment Service 
as required, The Employment Service is a 
source of veteran applicants but did not always 
comply with requirements to refer only priority 
veterans during the first 48 hours. (See p- 33.) 

The number of and differences in v%t#ran classi- 
fications used by the two programs needlessly 
complicate administration* The same definitions 
should be used in bath programs, (See p. 36 to 
38*) v . ; 

The Secretary of Labor should! 

— Direct that Labor regional officials give 
increased emphasis to assuring that sponsors 
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and their subgrantees lL»t mil public service 
jobs with the Employment Service, and that the 
Service refer those veterans designated w re- 
ceive special treatment- to jobs first ai required 

—Develop uniform veteran definitions and 
claim ficaticnfi for all Labor programs and 
submit ptoposed legislation to the Congress 
where legislative changes in veteran defini- § 
tions and classifications are needed- (See 
p. 39. ) 



U,S* EMPLOYMENT SERVICE 

Employment Service programs have not assisted 
veterans to the degree they qould have* (See 
pp. 40 and 62* ) 

R egular __Eroployinejit _ Service program 

GAG'a review at s ix local employment offices 
in three states repealed that the offices gave 
first priority to veteran or nonveteran walk-in 
clients, During fiscal years 1976 and 1S77 , 
Employment Service data showed that veteran 
applicants fared slightly better than nonveter^ 
ans in job referrals nationwide and in the 
thretf St^t^^, u\ai , in b&iiie wtsei § not as well 
am non\/tterans in placements* Many veterans 
received no reportable services whatsoever. 
(See p, 40*) 

Veterans sometimes received preferential treat^ 
mmnt in job referrais, hut additional veterans 
could have been referred. GAQ's test of 234 
job openings in occupations where there were 
veteran applicants shoved 198 veterans and 441 
nonveteraria were referred, An additional 309 
veterans should have been referred, (See 
p. 43.) 

Hone ot the six offices fully met Labor's place- 
ment standards for veterans and handicapped 
veterans in fiscal year 1976. Four of the six 
did not mmmt the standard for either veteran 
category, hut all six improved their perform- 
ance in fiscal year 1977* However , only two 
of the six fully met the veteran placement 
standards that year, (See p. 42.) 
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Local employment offices served walk-in clients 
first with file searches made on an as-time- 
permits basis* The Secretary of Labor should 
give increased emphasis to providing preferen- 
tial servicis to veterans by having local 
Employment Service offices make a concerted 
effort to alert veterans of the advantages of 
visiting local offices frequently. 
(See p, 59, J 

Disable d veterans outreach program 

The disabled veterans outreach program was 
announced in January 1377 as one of the Presi- 
dent's attempts to assist disabled veterans 
in their search for employment- However , the 
staff employed in this program have been used 
to perforin regular duties to nondisabled vet*- 
erans and nonveterans, (See p. 4i 8 ) 

The Secretary of Labor should make sure that 
the program staff serve mainly disabled veter- 
ans* (See p. 59. } 

QArthe^ijob training program 

Agreements between the Employment Service and 
the Veterans Administration to make VA's on-the- 
job training program viable have resulted in 
little improvement in the administration and 
use of the program, The Employment Service 
has not taken effective action to carry out the 
agreements* (See pp. 5j and 54 s ) 

The Secretary of Labor should renegotiate an 
agreement with VA to develop an efficient and 
effective system* (See p* 59*) 

Mandatory job listing program 

The Vietnam*Bsra Veterans 8 Readjustment Assist- 
ance Act of 1972 requires Federal contractors 
and subcontractors to list their job openings 
with the Employment Service so that the Service 
can refer veterans to these openings, Contrac* 
tors did not list all of their openings* Local 
offices had ineffective programs for identifying 
such contractors and reporting them to Labor, 
(*A0 found that of 2,300 hires reported by 114 
contractors? 500 of the job openings had been 
listed with the Employment Service. (Set p, 72.) 
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Labor's systtm for notifying ioci*l employment 
offices of contractors subject to the mandatory 
listing provides incomplete data* Subcontractor 
locations art not identified and prime contract 
award 'and completion dates needed to establish 
the period of coverage are frequently omitted* 
(See p. 65. ) 

Mandatory lilted job orders were coded in— 
correctly, resulting in Employment Service 
personnel being unaware that veterans should 
be given priority referrals to these jobs and 
activity report being understated, (See 
p. 67,} 

The Secretary of Labor should institute ways 
to strengthen the enforcement and administra- 
tion of the mandatory listing program and 
bring about a needed revision in program 
regulations* (See p. 74,) 

VETERANS EMPLOYMENT SERVICE 

The Department of Labor's Veterans Employment 
Service is responsible for helping t© make 
sure that Labor's policies on serving veterans 
are csrri^d out* This is in advl^nry rnjf* ^nd 
its effectiveness depends largely on eoopera^ 
tien obtained from those who manage th^ pro* 
grams. The many problems discussed in this 
report indicate that substantial improvements 
are needed in virtually all key areas of 
veterans employment programs . To effectively 
improve employment services for veterans will 
take a dedicated commitment from the Secre- 
tary of Labor down through and including pro- 
gram operators. {See p. 78,) 

AGENCY COM MENTS 

The Department of Labor agreed wich most of 
the recommendations in this report* but dis* 
agreed with the recommendation that vtterans 
be alerted to the advantages of visiting local 
Employment Service offices frequently. In its 
general comments, Labor pointed out that the 
unemployment of white veterans has improved 
dramatically in the past year although the 
situation of the minority veteran remains 
grim. {See app. Ill-) 
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CHAPTER I 
HJjRgWjCTIOB 

Th€ Congress has iegiiiated* that certain federally- 
funded «ra^io^ffl^nt arid training prcgrama ^houi^ gtve prefar^ 
er^ti^l tra-itenant to certain veterans, Departt^tnt E*ab^r 
rs^Uiatioi»s ha\rt expanded the typ^e of votetar^i fca receive 
preferential treatment and inartMid tlie number Conipr^ 
h©«siv» ErBpioyrofnt and Training Act (CETft) progra-ms that must 
gLv^ special consideration, 

thm Chairman of tfce Striata Comraittie on Wete-ra us* 
Affairs requested us tcj 

— rojLiownap on our earlier report* "Empl^yme^t Services 
Foe Vietnam^Era Veterans Could Be Improve^" (Nov. 29, 
ilT4 f R— 178741) and ^ur latter report on the Veterans 
Administration <VA) c?n**the-job t;rsUmn<3 programs 
<July 9 r 1975 # E-X78741 Specifically, the Comniittee 
«a^ interested in the mandatory job listing pr©gr^ni r 
the on-the-job gaining program* and tW overall 

tati^eneas of the Federal and State Veteran Employ- 
ment Servicis r^pres^ntaitives within tW n^mp loyme^t 
and Training Administration, Department off wbor. 

-*5erfortft an overall evaluation oi CMh mn& veteran* 

^Analysse thm unesapioyifient ecmpinaa^ion program for ex- 
servicemen (OCX -ap^ci f ic^aily , ttie extent of, services 
«cei^ed by v^tarani while tWy aire dr^tfiwg WCK, 

Chairman expressed concern ovmt the c:ontiratie<3 high 
rate ©ff veteran umraplcyinent# jparti^ular3y imo&g yowngp 
eiran^* km shown in the following ctiar*? even though Vie*naun- 
era veterans in th§ 20 to 34 age «fwup have h^ ^ Lower annual 
a^t^ge unemployment rmim than nonveteraEis § younger VietmifH 
era veterans* age 20 tc 24, ha^e had a higher annual average 
urt^mpi^ywn't v^te than nany#te£ini in *he &%mm a^t bracket* 
SMoa lS7Sf wait Vietnam^ era veterans aged 1% t© 2£ have 
aLso ha*3 trigtiec annual average un^topioyment r^Lte^ than t^ir 
n»nveterar» qeunterp&rt^, tJraeiaplQyftent rate information **a^ 
not available Cor female veterans. 
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ANMUAL AVERAGE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE FOR MALES BY AGE GROUP 
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The previous chart shows that the annual average rate, 
of unemployment for the selected groups has been dropping 
since 1975, On an annual average basis, the Vietnam-era vet- 
erans 20 to 34 years of age had a consistent ly lower rate of 
unemployment during calendar years 1973 through 1977 than non- 
veteran males in the same age group. However, on a monthly 

rflil" v ; etnan »- e f a ^etirans aged 20 to 34 years have not 

always had the lower rate. 

The chart also shows that from 1973 to 1977, the 
Vietnam-era veterans, aged 20 to 24 years, have consistently 
had art annual average unemployment rate higher than the non- 
veteran males 20 to 24 years old, In May 1978, for the first 
month since April 1974, the unemployTflent rate for Vietnam- 
era veterans 20 to 24 years old fell bolov lo percent; and 
for the first month since January 1973, the monthly unem- 
ployment rate for this same group was lowtc than the unem- 
ployment rate for their counterpart nonveteran males. 

In June 1978, the unemployment rate for th% two categor- 
ies of 20 to 24 year olds remained below 15 percent, but once 
again the Vietnam-era veterans had an unemployment rate that 
was higher than the rate Ear nonveteran males. However, in 
July and August 1978 the unemployment rates Cor vietnam-«ra 
veterans (20 to 24 year olds) were 11.4 and 13,9 percent," 
respectively, while the rate for nonveteran males remained 
uelow 10 percent. 

THE w.S. EMPLOVMBMT SERVICE AND 
THE VETERANS BMPLOyMENI? SS3VICB 

The Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933 (29 U.S.C, 49) created the 
Employment Service— A Federal-State system of over 2,400 
local employment service off lees. The Employment Service 
and its component, the Veterans Employment Service (VES), were 
P i a ?Sl - thm Department of labor by Reorganisation Plan No, 2 

CC 1949, 

The Veterans' Education and Employment Assistance Act 
of 1976 C38 U.S.C. 101} established the position of Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Lmbov for Veterans Employment. 
Following this legislation, labor removed VES from the 
orfanieatienai structure ef the U.S. Ewploymtrit Service 
and established it as a separate entity. Both VES and 
the U.S. Employment Service are in the Employment and 
Training Administration, 

The Employment Service's principal role is to find 
jobs for people and people for jobs. It also provides 



3 



counseling, testing, and other employment services to job 
seeXers, Employers submit job orders to tha Employment 
Services? which then refers applicants to these openings. 

VES, working in cooperation with state Employment Service 
agencies, is responsible for monitoring services provided to 
veterans by State employment offices and for related activi- 
ties by 

—visiting and evaluating local offices* 

—obtaining current information on job availability in 
the public and private sectors f 

—promoting the hiring of veterans/ 

—maintaining contact with employers and vete^anF 1 organ* 
izations to advise employers of veteran availability 
and to advise veterans of job opportunities , and 

—advancing veterans 1 employment and improving their 
vrorfeing conditions 

VES representatives are alas lesponsifale for reviewing the 
plans and monitoring the performanee of prime sponsors that 
operate CETA programs* 



The Vietnam^Era Veteran! 1 Readjustment Assistance Act of 
1976 (38 U.S.C, 101,2012 ) provides that most Federal contracts 
art to contain a clause which requires (1) the mandatory list* 
inf of suitable job openings with the local Employment Service 
office by Federal contractors and first«tier subcontractors 
and (2) that special emphasis be placed on hiring qualified 
disabled veterans and Vietnam-era veterans in carrying out 
the contracts. The local fiapioyment Service office is to 
give veterans priority when referring persons to job openings 
listed by Federal contractors - 

OM^THEtJOB draining 

Readjustment benefits legislated for veterans under the 
n Ql bill* (38 U\S,C* 101,178?) include the on-the-job training 
program* Under this program/ an approved employer promises 
a permanent jpb to a veteran upon successful completion of 
training* An employer's on-the-job train irg program must 
be approved by a VA^designated, State approving agency 
for each State according to VA-specified criteria. 

Training for each participant cannot exceed 2 years and 
must be on a full-time basis. Employers must initially pay 

4 
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the veteran at least one-half of the wages paid for the lob 

&%ltil* mn J\^ im tr f ined for * ^e employer increases the 
, percentage o£ the wage he pays on a regular schedule, Regard 
lens of the dollar amount paid by thh employer, va will ply 
the veteran participant a monthly training assistance allow- 
ance which m based on the nujnber of dependents claimed. The 
VA allowance is decreased every 6 months as the wages ar** 
increased. * 

COMPREHENSIVE EMPLQYMfiay * 
AMD TRAIHING ACT PROGRAM 

the Comprehensive Employment and Training Aat of 1973, 
as amended (20 U.s.C- 8U1) , established a flexible and~ decen- 
tralized system of Federal, State, and local programs to 
provide job training and employment opportunities for unem- 
ployed* underemployed, and economically disadvantaged persons 
and to assure that training and supporting services lead 
-© maximum opportunities and enhanced self-sufficiency "of 
participants* 

Under C£¥A # about 4SP prime sponsors— generally State or 
loc4i government units-^are responsible for program design 
anj execution* Through its 10 regional offices^. Laba*- is 
responsible for providing technical assistance* approving 
plans, and monitoring prime sponsors 1 activities* Labor must 
also assure that employment services are available to target 
groups designateo sy U£*»** and that the prime sponsors comply 
with the act's provisions, 

Thm activities under three £%TA titles, as they related 
to services to veterans * w^re in^lisded in this review, 

"™Under title I # comprehensive employrient services were 
provided including development and creation of job 
opportunities, and the training, education, and other 
services needed to enable individuals to secure and 
retain employment at their maximum capacity* 

—Under titles II and VI, public service employment pro- 
grams weri* provided* the title II program was viewed 
as a permanent prograis to assist persons in areas of 
substantial unemployment. Title VI was authorised 
as an emergency program to provide additional public 
service jobs in areas o£ excessively high unemployment. 

In> the reauthoriiation of CEIA (Pub. L# Mo* 95-524, Oct. 27, 
lf7ii) titles 1 mft4 II generally were combined into title II. 
¥I|le references in this report are to the QETk legislation 
prior to reauthorization unless otherwise specified, 



UNEMPLOYMENT COMPSMSAriO^ 

FOR E X-SERVICErtEM " * 

The UCK program provides unemployment benefits for 
eligible veterans while they are seeking employment* 
Pursuant to agreements with the Secretary of Labor, State 
Employment Security agencies accept claims and pay benefits 
from Federal £ un6m to veterans under the same terms and 
wnditions and In the same amounts as those provided by 
the unemployment insurance law of thte State in which the 
veteran files the first claim. 

SCOPE OP REVIEW 

The operaticni of Employment Service and CETA prime 
sponsors* and subgranteea » programs applicable to veterans 
w%re reviewed in six communities— Kansas City and Springfield, 
mssourij Los Angelas and San Bernardino* California; 
and ruaianapoiii and Evansvllle, Indiana, In addition, 
we reviewed the operations of the Veterans Employment Service 
at headquarters? regional * and State levels as they related to 
the location^ we visited. 

Our fieldwork was done during 1977 at 1 Employment Serv- 
ice office in each aity, at 6 prime sponsors, and at 34 CETA 
subgrantees* appendix I contains selected program data for 
the CEW prime sponsors and sabgrantees, As used in this 
Jreporr, the term suDgrantee generally refers to an entity 
operating a CE*M program under m subgrant or agreement issued! 
by the sponsor, but in some cases the term refers to a partic- 
ular sponsor^eperafced program or location, 

Factors considered in selecting review locations were 

"Vietnam^era veterans population ranking for all States 
as of June 1975 (California Indiana, and Missouri 
ranked first, eleventh,, and thirteenth, respectively) ; 
and 

^a desire to examine services to veterans in several 
geographical areas of the country. 

The review involved examining (1) pertinent legislative 
history* (2) Lab©r*s regulations* policies* and procedures, 
(3) plans and reports prepared by Employment Service and CETA 
prime sponsors afc selected locations , and (4) nationwide 
report! prepared on Sffipioyinent Service and CETA activities* 
Int^r^icws were held with officials of the Employment and 
Training Administration at headquarters and Its regional 
offices in Chieaga, Kansas City, and San Francisco; the 
Employment Service State and local entities? and CETA prime 
sponsors and sub^rahtees, 

I 
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CHAPTER 2 



SERVICES TO PRIORITY. 
ySTERAMS IN CSTA PROGRAMS 
WEED IMPROVEMfiHT 

la the past, certain veterans who were to receive 

«ffli a i f nS J derat ^ n " ^ uilea b y tabor regulations gen- 
erally did not receive special treatment, Reaiem^ liti* 

SSaHi-JSSJn * * *5° r " 9 uldance on the meaning of special 
consideration for veterans, and (3) Labor's review of soon- 

S^inS 1 ?!!; ^ f racticas for serving veterans . wins for 
IS:XS?^ th 52* ^ et !«ns w» inadequate in that they made no 

vSloo iL^JS"? ?°. a «" ct new applicants^ to de? 

velop job and training opportunities for them or to give 
these veterans a better chance cf partieipatlnq in CETA The 

23*52 comofet"f d th6 { ff? legillation^ince our^ieid ^ 

*?f csm f le ted, as will be discussed later in this chap- 
l£Ln«Z ^"fusion as to the type of treatment to be accorded 
veterans remains and vill continue to remain until Labor es- 

of thf IL 3UldeilneS WhlCh C6SUlt ln Unl£o ™ implementation 



Three categories of veterans were to receive special 
;«aside£«Uon during the period reviewed. CETA legislation 
required that special consideration be given to those veter- 

Ir afteVIu"iusVS ^i****/*?** Cochin, or Rorefon 

5 ' 1964 ' and vho received other than dis- 
5 Sf? if discharges. Labor regulations increased the types 
Sf JSi e S an ? special consideration to include {1? - 

££ST* v^"" rS# tecentX * "parated vetetans; and ( (3) V 
5£1?if veterans. The category -special veteran" further 
defines the area around Indochina or Korea where the vet- 
tTJS.T ' 5?!!L "S^?* 3 ' APP e ndi X II gives Labor's defini- 

SJiS^J ? 1 thB f eri0d COV€ " d b * our "view of 
these veteran categories, In this report, we use the term 
-priority- veteran to designate the three categories of 

siSff-sas^sa * «««utt«, desi gn atSry e yfi Va 

IIlifc . At m °**- Qi the CETA locations reviewed, there was 
little evidence that priority veterans received any Special 

5X'"*2'- ttat ?* Ve tt * ffl * better chance to participate in 
CETA. foor monitoring practices by Labor and priSe sponsor a 
contributed to the scarcity of such special treatment; 




In January 1911 , the Secretary of Labor announced plana 
to reserve for veterans," 35 percent of the net? public service 
jobs (titles II and VI) provided -for in the President's eco- 
nomic stimulus package. The 35-percent goal was for all vet- 
erans, not just priority veterans. Starting in mid-February 
1977 # L*vbor emphasized this 35-percent goal and incorporated 
it into titles II and VI regulations issued in May 1977. Al^ 
though many new public service jobs were filled by the end 
of fiscal year 1^77* national data does not show wueh erf act 
in increasing veterans * participation in these programs* How- 
ever » mm diucussed on page 17 9 some sponsors that we reviewed 
increased veteran participation during the last half of the 
fiscal year* 

Participation by priority veterans in fiscal year 1977 
in the programs we reviewed ranged from 4 percent in the 
Las Angeles sponsor^ title I program to 20*5 percent in the 
same sponsor's title II program. Nationwide participation 
reported by Labor for fiscal years 1976 1/ and 1977 for all 
veterans and for priority veterans was al follows i 

* Percent of t otal enrollment s 

Title 1 7" Title Ti Title vf 



1976 


1977 


1976 


1977 


1976 


1977 


11*. 7 


10. 1 


25,9 


23.0 


25.9 


24.9 


5.2 


6.6 


15, 5 


13.4 


13. 9 


14.3 



All veterans 

Priority veterans 

NOTE — The percentages f excluding the fiscal year 1977 
title I a\l veterans category,, are inflated because ot 
reporting problems discussed more fully in chapter 3. ~ 

Between May o£ 1977 and March of 1978, over 160*000 vet- 
erans had been hired under the President's economic stimulus 
program. Labor's documentation supporting the 160 #000 veteran 
hires showed that veterans represented 24 percent of the total 
hires (668,169) during the period cited. Thus r many veterans 
were hired although the percentage of veterans served by CETA 
fell short of the 35~percent goal. 

GUIDELINES NEEDED TO ASSURE ACCEPTABLE 

SPECIAL CONSIDE RATION PRACTICES 

- — — ~"~ ------ i 

A factor contributing to prime sponsors and subgrantees 
not giving special consideration to priority veterans was 
that Labor headquarters had not issued guidelines on what 



1/ References to fiscal year 1976 throughout this report 
include the transition quarter unless indicated otherwise. 
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guiations than an amiUiltcaUoft I Sill Bh listing re- 
HniHm wae Vu 1 * cat lor > * «. part of the regions 1 de- 



not hf iS^?L W S g " n8 , S f m@ special treatment bat should 



1/ln 



JSil5. B 35°Fi h ?* thS ^ ress ' we recommended 



iiik. c^rt^*^ "% r ~ te we reccmmanded thai 

to SafTbS «5L° C - tb ° r establish guidelines Which c«n 
t# used by prime sponsors in developing more eemDlete 

for cSSJf^ f° rt S 1 at the ? cost '" "formula tin! Plana 
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Labor did establish a numerical goal of 35 percent to 
measure the preference to be given to veterans in new title 
II and VI jobs funded by the Economic Stimulus Appropriation 
Act (Public Law 95-29, May 13, 1977). However, the 35-percent 
goal was for all veterans, not just priority veterans* 

CETA SPONSORS D ID NOT DEVELOP 

PLANS AND GOALS FOR PRIORITY VETERAN S 

Labor required prime sponsors to describe in their plans 
how they would give special consideration to priority veterans* 
Few of the plans we reviewed included detailed descriptions 
on how special consideration- was to be given. Nevertheless* 
L^bor approved the plans* Also* few of the plans reviewed 
contained enrollment goals specifically for all priority 
veterans. Of the 30 CETA plans we reviewed, 12 did not de- 
scribe the special consideration to be provided, and 14 con- 
tained descriptions which were vague or inconsequential « or 
gave the same treatment to nonpriority veterans. We considered 
the remaining four adequate because a reader would know how 
the sponsors proposed to give special consideration, Where 
sponsors delegated program responsibilities to other organiza- 
tions, the subg r^nts seldom addressed how the subgrantees were 
to provide special* consideration to priority veterans* 

Provisio ns for special c onsideration 

Our review of the six sponsors ' title I* II, and VI plans 
for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 showed that descriptionj of how 
special consideration would be provided ranged from none to 
quite specific* One of the most explicit descriptions was in 
the Karsas City sponsor's fiscal year 1977 title I plan, 
which provided that priority veterans would be selected first, 

At the other extreme, the San Bernardino sponsor's fiscal 
year 1977 title t description was limited to (1) restating a 
Federal requirement for listing titles II and VI vacancies 
with the Employment Service? (2) noting that institutions with 
facilities for physically disabled veterans would be used; and 
(3) stating without amplification that, if necessary, special 
programs for veterans would be developed. A sponsor official 
told us that Labor regional staff had downplayed the special 
consideration issue. 

The Indianapolis sponsor's fiscal year 197F plans pro-, 
videil that Vietnam-era veterans rather than priority veterans 
would receive special consideration. The Evansville sponsor's 
fiscal year 1977 plans stated that priority veterans would 
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be given special consideration by including in each program 
operator 1 s contract (1} provisions that priority veterans 
tie selected first and (2) a percentage 'goal for such veterans* 
However, the subgrants contained no such provisions* Seme of 
the fiscal year 1977 title II and VI plans did not describe 
any special consideration for priority veterans, but discussed 
instead plans for achieving Labor's goal that 35 percent of 
new participants he veterans, | 

Special consideration provisions in subgrants 

Subgrants that prime sponsors awarded to program opera- 
tors were generally deficient in showing how the operators 
were to provide special consideration* Thirty-seven of the 
4$ subgrants we reviewed did not contain a methodology for 
giving special consideration, and 8 did not specifically state 
that special consideration was to be provided, The regaining 
subgrant contained a detailed description of how special con- 
sideration was to be given. 

Numerical veteran goals 

The six prime sponsors' title 1 # . II t and VI plans for 
fiscal years 1976 and 1977, included numerical veteran goals 
except for the Evansvill© sponsor's fiscal year 1976 title 
VI plan. Some of the plans included goals for more than one 
cafe#gotj? wf veLeiano, al thou^U none of the goals wf*rtj tot 
all three veteran categories comprising priority veterans 
as described on page 7* Goals were established tor various 
veteran groups as follows % 



Veteran groups for which Number off 

goals were established goals - 

Special veterans (one of the 

three priority groups) 9 

Vietnam*era veterans 9 

All veterans 17 

Other veterans 4 

Total 39 



Our review of the basis for 38 of the 39 goals showed 
that many were subjective rather than based on the estimated 
number of veterans available in the sponsors 1 area* The 
sponsors had no support for 9 of the 38 goals. Ten other 
goals were based on past year enrollments 9 and li were 
based on various veteran data, such as the number of veterans 
registered with the Employment Service* or State estimates 
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of the number of Vietnam-era veterans in each county* *For 
example, the San Bernardino sponsor based its fiscal year 
1977 title I goal on data showing that 14,7 percent of the 
local Employment Service office's appliean ^are " Vietnam-era 
veterans* The remaining three goals were h on Labor 
recommendations that sponsors include the 35-percent veteran 
goal in their fiscal year 1977 title II and VI plans. 

Only the Los Angeles and San Bernardino sponsors included 
numerical veteran goals in their svbgrantr . Assigning veteran 
goals to each subgrantee would better enable sponsors to monitor 
subgrantees' veteran performance and identify where goals are 
not being met. For example, one San Bernardino subgrantee had 
met 25 percent of its veteran goal , whereas another had met 
121 percent of its goal. The low achiever is apparent. 

VETERAN APPLICANTS NOT TREATED MUCH 
DIFFERENTLY THAN OTHER APPLICANT! - 

Veteran status was generally not a factor in practices 
followed in referring and selecting CETA applicants* Instead, 
operating officials often based their decisions on factors 
such as applicants' qualifications, needs* motivation * and 
ability to benefit from or succeed in the program, 

The information gathered on referral and selection pro- 
endures was largely through interviews f ith referral anfl 
selection officialsr because documentation was generally not 
available for past referral and selection actions. 

Many of the sponsor and subgrantee officials interviewed 
were not aware of which veterans were supposed to receive 
special consideration, or in some cases that special consid- 
eration was to be provided. In some cases, sponsors did 
provide special treatment by referring or selecting veterans 
first, using veteran status as a tie-breafcer, or giving vete- 
rans additional points where scoring systems for the referral 
process were used. 

The prime yponsors had achieved a priority veteran 
participation rate as follows 9 based on data reported to 
Labor i 
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Title I Title II Title VI 

Fy lb FY 77 FY 76 FY 77 FY 76 FY 77 



npercent>. 



Indianapolis a/7,4 


10.0 


a/26. 5 


17.0 


a/18.9 


17.0 


Evansville 8.3 


6.2 


12.1 


9.4 


16.6 


8.7 


Kansas City 2.1 


4.7 


16. 1 


12.9 


17.9 


13.4 


Springfield 3.4.3 


6.7 


18.4 


7.3 


22.5 


b/11.8 


Los Angeles 2.7 


4.0 


6.6 


20.5 


6.8 


16.7 


San Bernardino -7.0 


6.9 


23. S 


16.9 


23.5 


19.1 


a/ Represents October 1, 


1975, 


through 


June 30, 


1976. 





b/Represents February X, 1917, through September 3Q r 1977 

Many *yf the above priority veteran participation rates were 
higher than the national rates shown on page 8 # but most rates 
were lower in 1977 than in 197C* Five of the sponsors had 
declining priority veteran participation in titles II and 
VI g even though tabcr had a goal of placing veterans in 35 
percent of the new jobs in those titles* That goal was for 
all veterans, not just priority veterans, and the trend of 
overall veteran participation in those titles is shown on 
page 8, 

Ktrerrai and selection of 
title I participants 

Title I participants ware either selected at intake lor^* 
tionSf or referred to program operators who mad* the seleo^ 
tions. *6ur review at both referral and selection locations 
shewed there was often no discernible preference given to 
priority veterans. 

The Indianapolis prime sponsor made all referrals to 
titLe I job openings, * and officials said they tried to refer 
veterans to openings first* However, no distinction was made 
between the veteran categories* 'i'he sponsor usually referred 
only one applicant to each opening # and program ep^ratorF 
nearly always accepted those applicants* 

Tha Springfield sponsor chose title X participants by 
judging which applicants could be best served or helped. The 
sponsor established a. point system to aid in assessing the 
potential of each applicant to complete the program, and gave 
veterans additional points* But in practice, the points were 
not used in selection decisions at the time of our fieldworJc 
because all eligible applicants were being selected* 
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The other four sponsors' subgrantees had a great deal of 
involvement in making title 1 referrals and selections. 
Twelve subgrantees and their operating locations showed .little 
evidence of any systematic procedures foe giving a diseernable 

K HoUf^H/ 10 ^^ V ! te "0 S * Section personnel at most 
locations told us that they chose participants based on fa,— 

l!S? aU 5L a L mOUV ^i° n# teSt T esults ' *- d on the siting 

list. The Kansas City sponsor's title i plan stated that pri- 
ority veteran applicants would be selected before other aeoli- 
cants. However, staff at one location we reviewed was not 
selecting veterans first, and the facility manaoer said he 
had not read that part of the plan. One or the'los Angeles 
sponsor's sufagrantees operated a title I intake faeili'y 
and referred applicants to hiring locations. Veteran status 
was not a determining factor in making referrals, Another 
Los Angeles subgrantee did its own intake and selection, but 
veteran status was not a selection factor. 

T J?? ? an B « r n a edino sponsor operated three intake facili- 
ties which retired applicants to hiring locations, Veteran 
status was not a factor in referral decisions, Our review 
SL5 e i e SS e 2 !?^ ng ^cations to which applicants were referred 
showed that hiring officials based their decisions on factors 
such as need* interest* and motivation, and that veteran 
status was not a factor. Two of the Bvansville sponsor's 
title I subgrantees selected applicants who had been on the 
waiting lists the longest* and therefore veterans received 
no priority. 

A few of the title I activities we reviewed gave some 
preferential treatment to veterans* although not necessarily 
to just priority veterans. One of the Kansas City sponsor's 
subgrantees selected veterans before nenveterans from an 
applicant waiting list. However* no distinction was made 
between the veteran categories. One San Bernardino sub- 
grantee s program was designed specifically to serve veterans 
and handicapped persons. However* the program was small with 
only 12 slots reserved for veterans. 

Referral and selection of 
title II and VI participants 

Under the sponsors' title II and VI programs* applicants 
were referred to public service employers,, where hiring offi- 
cials decided which applicants to employ. Although some loca- 
tions gave veterans , preference in referrals* there was- 
little evidence that hiring officials gave any formal or 
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d*.c US »d tela, .„ ceta .ctivili... Th. Emp"™;°t 
rals are discussed in chapter 4. "WyiMiit Service refer- 

Referral pr eferences 

None of the 13 referral locations reviewd hart 
systematic procedures designed to g!£e priority S?.SS °* 



™ ► officials at CETA referral locations said thev saw 

Veteran goaf fwerelef " I" fe «^ial treatment as JSg^ 
not give 9 ° ece r^ns e a m p ^f eKnce ^S3^'ggS 

--the best qualified applicants, 

~ii2fj ° onii ? ered most lively to transition from sub- 
sidized employment to regular employment, 

—those applicants considered most in need, and 

"nS P pre?erence? ed °" SC ° rin9 SySt6nS that ^ * ete — 

„ mmre Preference was given to veterans during the refer- 
ral process, the extent varied from rather negligible to 
referring all qualified veterans first; "egiiginie to 

"~«vJ a V Bernardino ? ufa g«ntee used a numerical rating of 
5 ISi- !« e "E? ent faetora ln deciding which applicants 
J of if openings Veteran status accounted for 
3 of the 19 possible points, An official said only 

veterans would be referred if veteran " Y 
being met. 




ir San Bernardino subgrantee tested applicants and 
»ade referrals based on test scores. Disabled veterans 
received 10 additional points and other veterans 
received no additional points. Referrals might be 
limited to only veterans if goals were not being met 
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"Referral locations with civil service type systems 

made .referrals from their qualified applicant registers 
Veterans with pcssing scores received additional points 
and thus placed higher on the registers. For example , 
the Kansas City system gave 5 points to veterans who ' 
served at least 6 months active duty during December 7, 
1941, to December 31, 1946; January 27, 1950, to Jan- 
uary 31, 1955? or January l f 1964, to January J27, 
1973* Disabled veterans serving during any of those 
periods received an additional 5 points, 

—Thn Springfield sponsor attempted to contact veterans 
first from its mosu recent list of applicants, but did 
not necessarily refer veterans first. No distinction 
was made concerning the type of veteran, 

— The Indianapolis sponsor planned to refer veterans 
to title II and VI openings first* but an official 
said that was not always done because (1) there were 
few veteran applicants in many cases and (2) emphasis 
was given to serving those most in need, regardless 
of veteran status, 

Hiring preferences 

None of the 32 hiring locations reviewed gave any 
"Sccrnxblc preference t£ hiring priority vegetans or had 
any systematic procedures for doing so although 4 gave some 
preference to veterans in general. Twenty-three, or 72 per- 
cent, of the 'locations hired the applicants considered to be 
best qualified* One San Bernardino subgrantee had no specific 
procedures for giving priority veterans a preference, but 
achieved a high veteran participation rate (42 percent during 
the first 6 months of fiscal year 1977) by being located in 
a veterans 1 assistance center, 

Pour hiring officials said they gave some veterans spec- 
ial consideration. Two said they would hire a veteran over 
an equally qualified nonveteran, and one said he had hired 
a veteran over a better qualified nonveteran. Another said 
special veterans had priority over other applicants, 

The officials often said they selected those applicants 
considered to be best qualified, That reason was given at 
one hiring location even though the prime soonsor had 
specifically allowed the subgrantee to select a qualified 
veteran over a better qualified nenveteran* Other reasons 
for not giving priority veterans a preference included 
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^i in ! aWa " that Cftrtain veterans were to receive 
special treatment, ■ 

—not being aware of which veterans were to receive the 

—not being aware of applicants' veteran status, and 

—considering preferential treatment for veterans to be 
in conflict with affirmative action goals or local civil 
service requirements. A CIV1J - 

Emphasis placed on increased 
veteran participation 

Labor had emphasized since raid-February 1977, its nuMnnai 
f llling " peCCent of the ne * with veterans? four 
In Slle ll S fnS S vr4h hi 1 Vt ' in «««ed veteran participation * 
$*tZ „ i 3 ? b ? du " n 9 «iscal year 1977, One sponsor's 

rate of veteran participation dropped and another sponsor's 

oaiti^?^ ed th ? §a ? e * The fo "^ing table shows v t * e fL 
to thl last °E«, C J t# ? 5^ the firSt half of the compared 
In SaL^rte! ?! SoE" " ■ P ° M0M " vi ^/base d 

Veteran Parti eipat ion in title 
II. and VI fiscal year 1977 programs 

SMM(W Percent during Percent during 

S£2afi 2E first half of year last half of year 

Ind ianapolig 
Evansville 
Kansas City 
Springfield 
Los Angeles 
San Bernardino 

LABOR'S REVIEW AND MONITORING OF 

PRIMS SPONSORS' PLANS AND "~ 

OPERATIONS ARE INEFFECTIVE 

««« M ? i ®. We ? JeneS f es dlssus «ed earlier in this chapter on 
sponsors plans for serving priority veterans* and the fre- 
quent lack ©f any operating procedures to give priority 
veterans a better chance to participate in CETA programs , 
demonstrate the ineffectiveness of Labor's review of sponsors' 
plans and its monitoring of program activities relating to 
priority veterans, Representatives of VES were to assist 
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20 


20 


27 


23 


27 


30 


24 


32 


35 
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sponsors in developing their program objectives, but had not 
done so at the sponsors we reviewed* Only one of the three 
Labor regions included in our review had developed formal 
criteria for evaluating the adequacy of sponsor's plans for 
serving veterans and in that case the criteria covered only 



At each Labor regional office, VES and CETA representa- 
tives were tesponsible for reviewing prime sponsors' plans 
and operations. VES representatives were to review plans to 
assess the adequacy of provisions for serving veterans, and 
to monitor sponsors' 1 performance to assess veteran participa- 
tion and whether sponsors were providing the required services 
to veterans, CETA representatives were responsible for review 
ing CETA plans and operations, although their concern was with 
the sponsors 1 overall program, not just the veteran aspects. 

Plan review 

Seven CETA representatives told us how they evaluated 
sponsors 1 plans for serving veterans. Two said^ they seldom 
questioned the qualitative aspects of the plans, and one said 
her reviews did not specifically address special consideration 
or veteran goals P Others commented that they looked for some 
statement in the plan that special consideration would be 
given veterans, and that goals were included for some veter- 
ans. Only one stated that she would question how special con- 
sideration would be provided. 

We discussed with a VES representative in each of the 
three Labor regions how they evaluated the adequacy of spon- 
sors' plans for serving veterans, The regional representative 
for California said he mainly checked to determine if the 
planB included the appropriate assurances and certifications 
and Aid not evaluate the adequacy of the plan for serving 
veterans. The regional representatives who reviewed the Mis* 
souri and Indiana plans said they reviewed the plans to make 
sure they included some veteran goals. The representative 
for Missouri also said he made sure the plans included a 
description of special consideration, 

We discussed with these VES and CETA representatives 
how they evaluated the reasonableness of sponsors* veteran 
goals. Two VES representatives said they did not evaluate 
veteran goals, The other VES representative said he had 
questioned some goals as too low, but had no documentation 
of the instances or the results* Five of the seven CETA 
representatives said they did not evaluate veteran goals. 



18 



and the other two said they evaluated goals baaed on judgment, 
'Host at the representatives referred to a lack of criteria 
for evaluating goals. 

One CETA representative considered a Los Angeles goal 
of 5.5 percent veteran participation in its fiscal year 1977 
programs adequate, based on data showing that 6*3 percent 
©f veterans in Los Angeles were Vietnam-era veterans. We • 
do not understand the logic of that assessment. The sponTOr'-s 
plan stated that the goal was based on a State Employment 
Service estimate of veterans needing employment services in 
fiscal year 1975, However* an Employment Service official 
could not find any basis for the 5*5 percent, and said that 
the veteran unemployment rate in fiscal year 1975 was about 
14 percent. Veterans also represented 14 percent of fiscal 
year 1976 applicants at the Los Angeles Employment Service 
office we reviewed* 

Monitoring of sponsors 

Labor reviews of prime sponsors' operations generally did 
not , include an assessment of whether special consideration was 
being provided to priority veterans, and did not include reviews 
at major subgrantees* Sponiors generally had not monitored 
veterans 1 services provided by their own organizations or their 
pnbgr^n^ees, Tmprotypr? Labor prim** sponsors' mo^ * tor I no 

of CETA program operations was needed to assure that those * 
operating the programs provided special consideration, 

VES and CETA representatives made monitoring visits to 
each of the six prime sponsors at least once during" fiscal 
year 1976, and again in fiscal year 1977, About 42 percent 
of the monitoring reports we reviewed discussed veterans in 
some way, but the reports did not generally include an eval^ 
uation of whether priority veterans were receiving special 
consideration* Of the 59 monitoring reports reviewed* 25 
discussed veterans 1 services* The reported findings included 
the following, 

—The Los Angeles and Indianapolis sponsors were not 
listing public service job vacancies with the Employ- 
ment Service 48 hours before they were filled, as 
. required by CETA regulations, (kmm p. 33.) 

^There was no evidence that the Kansas City sponsor's 
title 1 program was giving special consideration to 
veterans, 
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repr e I*ntftI«J indl -f n ° ted durln 9 « 3°itlt VES-GETA 

by a 2Si rtlt 3 visit , The secon d was" noted 

because she believed VES adequately aSitotS SIS area. 

• ith.? E !iiS C !; t !l'!i lv !l! Conducted their monitoring visits 
eitner alone or with other Labor representatives a 

in AoJii 197? ^1? h i tat f Ve re P° cted ^ Labor headquarters 
those ol cSL'rntL**^ t0 arran 9« VES schedules around 
tnose of ceta representatives caused gone problems. 

foimanS k^"?* ^ eprcsentatives also monitored sponsors' per- 
fSJLT 2 J ^viewing quarterly reports on the number of oer- 
sons served versus the number planned to have been Served 
(2LJever E v2| atlVCS det «-?^d whither the numoer ol votfrans 
(whatever veteran categories the sponsor designated as sionif- 

P Sn n er 9m vSI S i nd "p|f Wlthin " ^"ent If lb! nu.be?"" 
« SITS'i-h » * nd . rK TA representatives in regions vii a „d 
f ?e« «L V requlf f d explanations and plans of correction 
from the sponsors when variances exceed IS percent! 

Monjttoring of subgrantees 

a h ow J n S r ?* ti0n rel « tln 9 to the 34 selected subgrantees 

JS^LS!!' ■ P0nB0 " dld little monitoring of euolrant- 

el?* P««e«ance regarding veterans services, Iven though 

tSs SKiTX! - Wf'* Prl " e Wors to monitor aU IStivi- 

performJ t^S th6 i! CE ? A grants - Wh « e ■«* monitoring 
was performed* it was often limited to periodically assaMi™ 

h^tha subgrantees were progressing toward aaSfevLI ""eraJ 

mniJ^H th9 tOS An 9eies and San Bernardino sponsors had 

rtJiewel TS'S T Vi ?S P f° Vided by th# grantees we 
reviewed, Los Angeles had visited the three title I uuhl 

KS^^tEESi^- ^ W«5lS Awards Inllr 
111 H+% P I iC *P ation goals, San Bernardino's review at 

tha other IJS^ISV incl " d f d a assessment! On 

I„iL? ? , * the Kansas City sponsor had not reviewed 
«^2I* nte * a veteran services before our visits, but a 

to determine whether they were selecting veterans first as 
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provided for in the plan. The representative said that one 
subgrantee was complying with the plan and the other wag not. 

The need far mora monitoring of subg ran tees was further 
demonstrated by some sponsors* comments that they generally 
had no information on how subgrantees treated priority veterans 

RECENT LEGISLATIVE CHANGES AFFECTING 
CETA TREATMENT OF VETERANS 

Recent legislation has called for the increased partici- 
pation in CETA of certain veterans- In the Youth Employment 
and Demonstration Act { 29 U»S,C. 803, enacted August 5, 1977) 
the Secretary of Labor 1 was directed to take appropriate steps 
to provide for the increased participation in CETA programs 
of disabled veterans and Vietnam-era veterans under 35 years 
of age* The legislation also required that prints sponsors de- 
velop local goals for the placement of sue * veterans in CETA 
job vacancies* These requirements were in addition to the 
1973 legislation which required that special consideration 
be given to those veterans who served in Indochina or Korea 
on or after August 5, 1964* 

The 1978 reauthorization of CETA (Pub* L* No- 95-524, 
October 27, 1978 ) retains the incr^ied participation r^miira- 
raent* It also requires that the Secretary of Labor take ~ 
appr opriate steps which shall include employment* training* 
supportive services- technical assistance and* training, and 
support of community-based veterans programs* The steps are 
also to include maintenance and expansion of private sector 
veterans employment and training initiatives and such other 
programs or initiatives as are necessary to serve the unique 
readjustment* rehabilitation* and employment needs of veter- 
ans. 

In addition* the 1978 legislation requires that prime 
sponsors submit annual plans which include 

— a description of specific services for individuals 
who are experiencing severe handicaps in obtaining 
employment including disabled and Vietnam^era veter^ 
1 anai 

*-a description ot the services to be provided and the 
prime sponsor's performance and placement goals, 
including any goals established with respect to the 
groups Identified in the Act; and 
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—the method for determining priorities for service under 
the new title II which shall be based on obj ective, 
locally established criteria including veteran status 
to assure service to those most in need. 

With respect to all CETA programs, the Secretary is re- 
quired to take special efforts to acquaint veterans ferity 
the employment and training opportunities available under 
CETA and to coordinate these activities with activities ©n 
sehalf of veterans authorized by 38 U.S.C. 41* It is also 
required that prime sponsors make arrangement! to promote 
the maximun feasible use of apprenticeship or other on-the- 
job training opportunities available under 38 U.5*C. 1787. 

Conditions that were established for all public service 
employment programs retain the requirement that special con - 
sideration be given. However, the types of veterans who are 
to receive such special consideration has changed* Par ex- 
ample, the veteran who served in Indochina or Korea and who 
is over 35 years of age is no longer designated to receive 
such treatment. The new legislation now requires special 
consideration as well as increased participation for disabled 
veterans and Vietnam-era veterans under 35. In addition, 
special emp hasis is to be put on those Vietnam-era veterans 
who served in the Indochina Theatre from August 5, 1964, 
through Hay 7, 1*75, in accordance with procedures set by 
the Secretary* It is further required that special attention 
be given to developing jobs which would utillze~the skills" 
acquired by the veterans while in the Service. 

The term "Vletnam-era veterans 1 * refers to any person 
under 35 years of age who served on active dat^ for more than 
180 days, part of which occurred during the Vietnam-era and 
who received other than a dishonorable discharge or who was 
released from active duty for a service-connected disability 
if part of the active duty was during the Vietnam-era* 

According to our analysis of the 1978 CETA legislation, 
prime sponsors still need special procedures for dealing 
with qualified disabled veterans and Vietnam-era veterans, 
and additional special procedures to assist veterans under 
35 years of age who served in the Indochina Theatre. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Special consideration to priority vtterana should have 
resulted in their having a better chance to participate in 
CETA programs. Data was isot available to ihow whether 
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priority veteran applicants farad better than other applicants * 
However* our review of sponsors 1 and subgrantees' operating 
procedures led to the conclusion that they generally did not. 
Labor's guidance to prime sponsors on what constitutes special 
consideration was inadequate. Labor's monitoring of prime 
sponsors was inadequate also, w-ich contributed to veterans 
not receiving the special consideration implicit in CETA laws 
and regulations. Improved monitoring by prime sponsors of 
their subgrantees , operations was also needed to assure better 
services to veterans. 

Labor needs to issue adequate guidelines on the special 
treatment to be given to designated categories of veterans. 
With the additional terms used in the 1978 CETA legislation,, 
guidelines are even more necessary than under the 1973 legis^ 
lation. Such guidelines %i 11 assist prime sponsors to under- 
stand what is expected from them and they will also assist 
Labor staff to adequately review the approaches set out in 
the prime sponsors ' plans and to effectively monitor the 
actual practices employed by such prime sponsors. 

HECOMH EH DAT IONS 

We recommend that the Secretary of Labor take appropriate 
action to 

^establish guidelines on the special treatment to be 
given to the various categories of veterans in accord^ 
ance with the new CETA legislation, 

—provide guidance to sponsors on how to obtain and use 
planning data on the extent to which veterans in the 
different categories reside in their areas when the 
sponsors establish participation goals for any veteran 
category, and 

— improve the quality of Labor reviews of prime sponsors , 
plans for serving the various categories of veterans* 

We further recommend that the Secretary of Labor direct 
that Labor's monitoring of prime sponsors 1 efforts be 
improved by 

—requiring each monitoring report to include an evalua^ 
ti©n of whether sponsors and their subgrantees have 
procedures in effect which give the various categories 
of veterans the type of special treatment specified in 
the new CETA legislation and 
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— requiting that increased emphasis be given to evaluat- 
ing the adequacy of prime sponsors' monitoring of 
their subgrantees' services to such veterans, 

.iSEjiCy_,COWjEWTS AND OUR EVALUATION 



Labor generally agreed with the focus of the above reo- 
^-?r!^f tl -? n? 4? d ^e actions taken or planned are detailed 
in appena t < III. (The recommendations on which Labor eom- 
7I^ e f^? te revised slightly to recognize changes made by thi 
1978 CfT- Authorization legislation,) These actions, if 
under CETA^ Carr OUt ' snould improve services to veterans 



In a July 7, 1978, letter commenting on this report, 
the mayor of Los Angeles said, "We are particularly concerned 
that sufficient attention has not been given to providing 
prime sponsors with the requisite, detailed guidance on pre- 
ferred or acceptable methods of giving special consideration 
to. priority veterans. Per example, we do not have a clear 
operational definition of what 'special consideration » means. " 

The raayoc further stated, "We recognize that part of 
the problem in arriving at a workable definition stems from 
the lack of complete, current and accurate labor market data. " 
He alto st-t-4 thit the city had recently ssbarked on a popu- 
lation employment and housing survey to acquire, among other 
things, more current data on those significant segments of 
the community including veterans identified as most in need 
of employment and training services. The mayor's letter 
further illustrates the need for effective action on our 
recommendations . 



In a comment applicable to the entire report, Labor 
expressed concern that the limited number of sites covered 
by the report may give a misleading and exaggerated impres- 
sion of the problems, Labor said that many of the problems 
a re. site-specific and related to the particular circumstances, 
method of implementing Federal directives, and local inter- 
agency relationships found in those sites. 



We agree that our sample site was small in relation to 
the universe of over 2,400 local Employment Service offices 
and about 450 CETAiirograms. However, the locations selected 
did provide a fairly broad geographic distribution in large 
and medium size cities, and did involve 3 of the 10 Labor 
regions responsible for monitoring the compliance of the 
activities discussed. Our detailed work at these locations 
together with the analyses of national program data. 
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provides a good basis for identifying areas where the programs 
should be improved* 

Also, soma of the types of deficiencies discussed in 
this report have been found in other locations and reported 
in pria?r GAO reports vhiah are referred to on pages 1, 9, 
mn6 44 of this report. 



CHAPTER 3 



DATA ON VETERAN PARTICIPATION 

IN CETA PRQGRAHS II MISLEADING 

The information Labor received from prime sponsors on 
veterans participating in CETA was misleading because of 
multiple counting of certain veterans , and counting as new 
enrollments those veteran participants who were transferred 
between titles for budgetary reasons, Labor disseminated 
this misleading CSTA data to the Congress and the public, 
Tfr^ management information systems of several prime sponsors 
di^ not report participant data by subgranteei thus, data 
w3$ not available for sponsors to evaluate each subgrantee's 
performance. The CETA management information system does not 
include data on applicants who were not selected for # the pro- 
gram, without data on all applicants, Labor and prime spon- 
sors cannot determine the extent to which their practices 
result in veterans reaving a better chance to participate 
in CeTA programs. 

mU^t-tple counting of veterans 

In May 1977, Labor reported to the Conoress that it had 
enrolled 202,900 and 379,754 veterans in fiscal years 1973 
a fid 1976 , respectively, in CETA titles I, II, and VI programs- 
TP^ t epor t noted that the figures might include some double 
counting # although the extent was not estimated. Multiple 
aP^ntinf resulted because Labor required prime sponsors to 
Q0^n% (1) each veteran in as many categories as were applicable 
an4 ^2) veterans, as well as nonveterans, transferred between 
titles II and VI as new enrollments each time they were trans* 
f#*r^d. 

R^&Qpting veterans in all applicable categor ies 

fhe reporting system for CETA prescribed by La^or it tho 
tl^te of out field work included four veterans categories (1) 
disabled, (2) special, (3) recently separated, and (4) ether* 
Tfr a first three categories were priority veterans to be given 
special consideration. Each veteran was to be repotted in 

many categories as apply, and a veteran qualifying for 
ail three priority categories would be reported as an enroll* 
me^t in each* Until October 1, 1976, Labor did not require 
an u*i<iupli ca ted count of all veterans enrolled and it still 
d<? e £ not require sponsors to report an unduplicated count of 
tp£s% enrolled veterans who qualify under one or more af the 
veteran categories designated to receive special treatment- 



37S 4f *L V ? ^ that 2U ' 262 PCiOfity veterans and 
379,, 54 total veter -ins were enrolled in fiscal year 1976 

I^h P nf 0 ^ ty ^ igUre J B the 8um o£ enroll^nts reported for 
elSnt Is S.'SuTof'ir'S CatCg ? rie5 ' and the total veteran 
"oth^r" ea^gJry ° £ ttr ~ PPi ° Clty Mt| 9«<« the 



Our limited teat of the classification of veterans in 

deLI«°«?% at Kf hree Qf - the ?rime sponsori showed ;«iJ u r 
degrees of double counting, with overstatements ranging tCQm 
6 to 74 percent as shown below, 9 



Number Number 

of of times Percent 

lE£5i££ veterans counted ™ 0 ^ff2f. 



Springfield 50 



Counted overstatement 
53 s.Q 



Kansas City 72 8 1 15*^ 

San Bernardino 50 37 



74,0 



The percentage overstatement for the Kansas City sooner 

oram'inin.^ hl9 *? the ■ u **»"t««s had folded Iro^ 
gram instructions *** classified each veterj- *- «- - 

SiS'Su'bEs*! He *»• ^ fivllf the'si* Kansas 

City subgrantees we visited, some staff said they classified 
each veteran in only one category, y CA SSltie<1 

transfers betwe en titles 

. number of veterans and others hirid in nublie «rv 

ice jobs under titles II and VI was overstated Pa^ticio^ 
transferred between titles for budgetary purposes w«e countld 
arnew participants each time they were^faJlleffeS; PrecUe 
data was net available on the extent of such over Itatemen?s 
EL?Ji** mailable on veteran transfers: However? ' 
SaS* ,5^n«n 6d H* C F otal MMllments were overstated by 

Slst of the prime sponsors we visited had triniferrM 

!L r i iCi ff nt ! b J t¥ f Sn " fclM 11 and vl b "*«« of Jundfng short- 
ages, Hie fund shortages were due primarily to the Mtle vi 
authorisation expiring June 30, 1976, and the new au^"!Jt iori 

trL^ 9 J naCt, ° UnU1 0cteber 1 ' 1976. ihe participants 
transferred were reported as other positive terminations 
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in the losing title and aa new enrollments in the gaining 
title, thus inflating overall enrollment and termination 
figures* Some participants were counted as new enrollments 
as many as three times. We discussed -inter- title transfers 
with the six sponsors, and four sponsors gave estimates of 
the extent of transfers as discussed below. 



Sponsor 
Kansas City 



San Bernardino 



Los Angeles 



Spr xngf ield 



Estimated transfers 

About 1,000 persons were transferred 
from title VI to title II during 
July to December 1976, and about the 
same number were transferred back 
in January and February 1977, 

About 1*330 participants were trans- 
ferred f ron. title VI to title II at 
the beginning of fiscal year 1977, 
and about 1,280 were transferred back 
to title VI after February*!, 1977. 

About 2,500 title II participants were 
transferred to title VI when funding 
became available in February 1977* 

About 130 title VI participants were 
transferred to title II in July 1976, 
and aoout l2u were transferred oaek to 
title VI from February to March 1977, . 



The other two sponsors also had inter-title transfers, 
but we did not obtain estimates of the numbers, 

In our report to the Congress* "More Benefits to Jobless 
Can be Attained in Public Service Employment," HBD-77-53, 
April 7, 1977, we recommended that the Secretary of Labor re- 
vise Department guidelines on reporting terminations so that 
data will accurately show individuals actually terminated 
f'-'om the programs and provide a better basis for measuring 
program results. 



Labor instructed prime sponsors 
1977, inter-title transfers should be 
categories under "enrollments this ye 
terminations * " However, information 
served by the prime sponsors, as well 
station on participant characteristics 
the new enrol lee from the inter-title 
that the type off enrollment involved 
information relating to priority and 
by CETA, 



that effective October 1, 

reported as separate 
ar" and "other positive 
for significant segments 
as the quarterly infor* 
, does not distinguish 
transfer, we believe 
should be shown in any 
total veterans served 
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40 



NgED FOR D ATA ON ALL APPLICANTS 

applied hut were not slfllled* for C^f ?l data °" those who 
on all applicants was needed «f ? h S? ? H° bS ° r trainin 9- Data 
could determine the extJnt to wh^h Vj;? b « a "d prime sponsors 
were selected for Wta'o^ii'g^Tg^^t. 

^ore^t^ that When 

to which veterani are available ^W™?- conslde J tne extent 

a S p=ts°: SUbg — 8 - 



^,- e ? .» P y lth Siuch guidelines and requirements anon- 
sors and subgrantees should maintain ditHn ln !■ p 
to allow them to determine th! ™£IL! * ali a PPiieants 
nonveteran .wiiciS^^lTKnTSrS&jfrJiaSi 25 „ 
programs.^ ^ «iU •vSESS^Ii'TySi;. 

Varying de grees of ap plifanc 
andlpartAcipant- dat/L,. um, 

m.di.tilJ 0 !£,i 0 2ii2"!' "P? 1 * 0 ™" «l>o could not b. sarved lm- 
ISb "I thli? M£ W1 ""9,"'t» th»t contain Information 

ano^th^'^ppl^r^^^^;,,"^- 3 °? 

tions visited. h t0 6 to 8 mont hs at the loca- 

In other locations, applicants either fin^ , u 

grantee's raaniai- annii-,J T «±tner tilled out a sub- 

lata ,W5.'ffi r h SSJ^SJU 1 ^re^e"^"?" 

Thus, ttTS.52gig ofSat^Sher"^??" 3 , 1 

priority vet.ran. • tS »tnoI^.I^T,.cVJI=.tion 
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The Indianapolis sponsor had little support for the 
participant data reported to Labor through its management 
information system. The sponsor had developed an automated 
management information system; but because of computer and 
other problems, the output was not reliable. As a result, 
the reported data that this sponsor gave to Labor on its par- 
ticipant?* including veterans, is questionable, 

Seme sponsors 8 management Information systems not 
provide participant data for each subg^antee, As a result-, 
sponsors cannot effectively monitor the extent to which sub- 
grantees select veteran participants- For example, the 
Kansas City sponsor did not have participant data for two 
of its largest title II and VI subgrantees. The data for 
subgrantees is combined with thau for other subgrantees, but 
only the totals are included in the management Information 
system. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Labor reports en CETA veteran participants are misleadine 
and unreliable because of 
* 

—multiple counting of participants transferred between 
CETA titles for budgetary purposes, 

-^counting veterans in as many classifications as they 
represent without alio providing an unduplicated 
count of those veterans due special treatment, and 

— deficiencies in prime sponsors* management information 
-systems. 

Both Labor and prime sponsors need accurate and reliable 
management information systems to effectively monitor and 
evaluate CETA employment services to all classifications of 
veterans. 

RECOMMENDATIONl * 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Secretary of Labor 
direct that: 

~ In reporting participant data, veterans be identified 
as new enrollmenti or as inter-title transfers, as 
applicable, 

—Veteran participation reports include an unduplicated 
count of veterans entitled to receive special treatment, 
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— -Regional Labor officials give emphasis to assuring 
that sponsors and their subgrantees have adequate # 
support for data reported to Labor , including 
participant data for each subgrantee* 

-^Labor's requirements for the prime sponsors 1 records 
be revised to require that data be maintained on all 
applicants so that such data can be used to assess 
how well veterans entitled to special treatment are 
being served by CETA. Applicant data could also be 
used by sponsors in developing program plans and in 
assessing how well CITA is serving other target groups, 

AGENCY COMMENT! AMD OUR EVALUATION 

Labor generally agreed with the above recommendations, 
stating that they would be considered in planning a redesign 
of the management information system for fiscal year 1980. 
However* all actions on the recommendations will not be im- 
plemented until sometime in the future. Since CETA has bfetn 
in operation since 1974 t we believe Labor should take 
steps to implement these recommendations as £Gon as possible , 
because the management information system is a key tool in 
effectively managing the CETA program* 

Concerning our fourth recommendation above* Labor pointed 
out that its regulations already require some information to 
be collected en each applicant* each eligible applicant, and 
each participant* Beginning in fiscal year 1978 Labor re- 
quired that data to be recorded for each applicant include 
name* and social security number i citizenship status? address ; 
application date? and data on family size* income, labor 
force status/ etc. This provides the information normally 
necessary to make a proper determination of eligibility. 
Once an applicant is determined eligible, detailed informa- 
tion on participant characteristics is recorded* Hosovur, 
as discussed on page 29, a significant period of time can 
lapse between the application being submitted and the deter- 
mination of eligibility* In an activity having such a time 
lapse* the new Labor requirements do not offer an aid to the 
prime sponsor in determining the percentage that veterans 
entitled to special treatment represent of all persons seeking 
CITA assistance. 

Labor also said that since large numbers of eligible and 
ineligible persons apply for CETA, time and cost factors must 
be taken Into account when determining the data to be col- 
lected. Time and cost factors should be fully considered, but 
these factors should not increase significantly since the nee- 
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essary data cauld be obtained by requesting the applicant to 
fill out a few additional blocks an the . application farm and 
by tabulating the data obtained for use at the local level, 
In addition to providing information on how many veterans 
want services, this data could then be used by the prime 
sponsor in planning all CSTA programs and for assessing 
whether the programs are serving th# target graups mast in 
need. 
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CHAPTER 4 

HQBB GQQFERATIQN NEEDED BETWEEN CETA hpipwa^dc 
AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OFFICES 

subgrantees did not takl uXy Siln to* rte ! rim ? ^P 80 " or 

Service fiscai years »7« J iBPSSAJS HS'Sffi*.. 
L«h», T l!»„y aCiou ! d *£ ini "°« of veterans in the different 

administration of veteran aspects of fch« ceta «ii Si , 

LISTING ~0 P PUBLIC SERVICE JOB VACANCIES 
WITH EMPLOY MENT SERVICE u*vn:** 

•hn. iJ'ki 1 !" i 4 "P?"*"™ i " ,d 'ubgranteee we visited that 

grantee, a school district, had not listed its 2SI «*i y * 
wwh the BaploynMt Service .iM^teX! tSffi The^aJIt^ 
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The Indianapolis prime sponsor sometimes notified the 
local Employment Service office of public service job vacan- 
cies. The San Bernardino sponsor's titles II and VI subgrantees 
we contacted were listing vacancies with the Employment Serv^ 
ice, but some said they did not always do so. They said they 
were dissatisfied with the quality and timeliness of referrals, . 
and that sometimes the Employment Service sent no referrals* 

toploymjin t _ge rvi^e response 
to public service iob listings 

The ewpioyment Service offices we visited generally ton* 
side red the public service job listings they received as vl lid, 
and made referrals on such orders. When they made referrals * 
the offices did not refer only priority veterans during the 
first 48 hours as required. However, in some cases, offices 
considered the listings to be in bad faith and did not make 
referrals. 

Employment Service officials in the San Bernardino spon- 
sor' s area said they did not always send referrals in response 
to some CETA job announcements because 

~CETA officials had not specifically requested that 
job announcements be considered job orders* 

"they did not consider it practical to send referrals to 
civil service openings where applicants were hired from 
rank^order registers rather than directly from 
referrals, and 

™past referrals have produced few veteran placements* 

We did find however, that a short time before our visit, one 
subgrantee had told the Employment Service office that its 
job announcements should be considered valid job orders, and 
the ©Bployment Service office had started to make referrals 
to this subgrantee. 

Indianapolis Employment Service officials said they did 
not refer applicants to jobs listed by one prime sponsor be^ 
cause the listings did not contain the information necessary 
for the Employment Service to fill out a job order which is 
the basis for any refers 1. Information needed, but not pro- 
vided, included the location of the vacancy, the rate of pay, 
working hours, etc, h prime sponsor official told us that he 
thought the employment office could use the list to determine 
if any of its veteran applicants had the qualifications needed 
for the CETA position* He expected to furnish the necessary 
information if the local office had a qualified veteran appli- 
cant. 
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Employment Service referral of priority veterans 

Although some Employment Service offices had referred 
^^"V 666 "" 8 t0 CETA vacancies, they had also referred 
w VQ * erans and nonvaterans in the 48-hour period during 
?ni £ ? H? ly £ rl0ri . ty »«•»»« to be referred. Tht SLw- 

number of cIta 3 " £ «« ls Employment Service for a 

number of CETA 3 ©b openings submitted by four of the sponsors 

tensors? W€ " UnablS t0 ° btaln data lor STSEr 



Employment Service Re terra Is 



Sponsor 

Evansville 
Kansas City 
Ban Bernardino 
Los Angeled 



Total 

Number 

^ Hon- ■ 

Qyenlnqa Veterans veterans 



36 
48 

27 
238 



43 
34 
26 
164 



43 
76 
45 



First 4 fl hours 



Priority Other Hon-: 

veteran* (note _a j veterans veterans 



a 

1 
4 

2a 



19 
1 

3 
SQ 



14 

S 
If 



a/&#o#use Employment ^ervi^ words do not show all CETA v^erin. 
^frgories, we could not always identify all priority veterans? 



and prime sponsor cooperation 

Cooperation between prime sponsors and Employment Service 
offices has improved in implementing the fiscal yiar 1977 
f™^J* ■ tabor stressed' the importance of State 

* Service agency involvement in referring applicants 

to CETA vacancies and certifying their eligibility^ and rle- 
emmended that prime^sponsors enter into agreements with the 

»?fmL?' Pl0 ?? ent °"i C f ^imm what each would do in im- 
plementing the expanded title VI program,. All six sponsors 

had executed such agreements* with various provisions. 

The Kansas City Employment Service office established a 
;u£SnLSf 0 L e L Petent j a ^ tit:i * V1 «P"cants, Although 
ie? Si !L??« a , M £ r S*S F OB other than the Employment Serv- 
ice, all applicants had fee be certified as eligible for CETA 
by the Employment Service office. The Employment Service staff 
worted in the Spring field sponsor's office, to determine tit!" 
VI applicants eligibUity and refer them to job openlngl, 

„», , Tha , S 2 n f ern «dino sponsor assigned some of its staff to 
the local Employment Service office* where a centralized 
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applicant pool was established. The Los Angalts sponsor's 
agreement provided that all vacancies be filled from local 
Employment Service office referrals, except for about 5 per- 
«ntj to be filled from civil service lists and other sources 
The local employment offices in Los Angeles referred a suffi- 
cient number of veterans to enable the sponsor to meet Labor's 
placement goal of 35 percent veterans. 

The Indianapolis prime sponsor (whose cooperation fcroblera 
was diicusftd on p* 34) entered into an agreement in 
April 1977, whereby the State Employment Service would estab- 
lish a centralized peol of title VI applicants, and make all 
referrals to title VI openings, in commenting on a draft 
of this report, the Indianapolis ©rime sponsor said the 
agreement with the State Employment Service had been modified 
and the Employment Service would make all referrals to all 
titles II and VI job openings. The Evansville sponsor's 
agreement with the Employment Service provided that the latter 
would create a pool of title VI applicants and be the primary 
referral source, 1 

HEED FOR UNIFORM DEFINITIONS OF VETERANS 

. m The various Labor employment and training programs re- 
quire preferential treatment for differently defined veterans 
which has produced confusion over which veterans are to 
receive preferential treatrm^nt in #ach program. CETA , " Employ- 
ment Service, and VES officials agreed there was a need for * 
fewer and uniform veteran classifications. Changing emphasis 
within the CETA program concerning the categories of veterans 
to be given special consideration also contributes to confu* 
sion* Appendix II lists the definitions for the various 
CETA and Employment Service veteran classifications, 

« At thm tLm oi euf field work the Employment Service and 
CETA each had five basic veteran classifications only one of 
which was defined the same way. The Employment Service uses 
combinations of its basic classifications to establish the 
nine classifications used in local employment offices* 

Some of the confusion in relating one program's defini- 
tions to others was illustrated at the Springfield prime 
sponsor # which contracted for Employment Service staff to 
operate the sponsors intake facility. The contract staff . 
used Employment Service classifications in taking applications* 
and then a computer program was used to convert them to CETA 
classifications. Our review showed that the program produced 
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dS^E " B r\H uc S- aa cl *««ying « veteran as » spma - 

tiL ?iJ^^ n ? et the CETA criterion for that ciassifiL- 
vhtn'td cwrl r t .f? nfUS P n r er / eteran definitions was evident 
5 i- refe P al and selection personnel we interviewed 



■'«- « * Missouri VES representative commented in an August 1977 
on rn^l??^* Ptims sponsors and Employment Service offices 
on the differences in veteran categories used -n the two 
programs. He noted that a misunderstanding of the categories 
by sponsor or Employment Service staff COu f d result in frus- 
tration and a denial of benefits to veterans. 

*.,»4«« r ° 9 S aja ch * n ? ea and interpretations can also add to con- 
2 e original 1973 CETA legislation provided t hit one 
^^""fbe 9 iv en special consideration and Labor's 
implementing regulations added two additional categories (see 

Si Imphasfzefse^Lo 8 ^^ Emulations for titles 9 !"^ " 
vi emphasized serving all veterans by setting a national goal 

IhofrilrSf V !55! an P«t«i P at ion in newly created jobs^nder 
those titles. Adding to the confusion, Labor region V in its 
interpretation of the 35-percent goal, instructed i?s sensors 
S»n^H Vete P n , 9 ° alS in tltles 11 and VI " 35. perclnt Sore 
Steroretatfon F? W f * rtlcl *«?n ^y 1977. Under ?his 
tnm ™ ?* i! the vetecan Participation rate as of May 

V^ r f thm , nm " 2<?«1 would be only 13.5 percent. The 
other two Labor regions we visited stressed the 35-percent, 
goal to their prime sponsors, without any further iSerpreta- 

«*k" *i£ii a LaV - "°' 95 " 93 ' enacted August 5, 1977, added an- 
other CETA veteran category, by requiring the Secretary of 
Labor to increase the participation rate of Vietnam-era 
veterans under 3S years of age in CETA programs. Labor's 
sponsors 0 ^ lniplM1 ^ Un 9 the « e « lefislftiln requireTprLe 



— to give special consideration to special veterans, 

—to increase participation of disabled veterans and 
Vietnam-era veterans under 35 years, and 



—to exercise maximum efforts to design jobs and job 
training opportunities for recently separated veterans. 



?o JS?' ***** directed employment service officer , 

5^H5 L *f ET i ®f« nin 9 g ^ly two categories of veterans 
during, the first 48 hours after receiving a CETA job order- 
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disabled veterans and Vletnara^era veterans under 35 years* 
This directive had the effect of eliminating the require* 
went of special treatment to the special veteran over 35 
years of agt- 

The 1978 C8TA legislation also dropped the special oen^ 
sideration tmqultummat for veterans over 35 years who had 
served in the Indochina theatre* In addition, the new 
legislation did not provide for any special treatment for 
recently separated veterans. 

VES representatives said there were too many veterans 
classifications , making it difficult to remember which classi- 
fication t attained to which program* Local Employment Service 
office veterans representatives made similar comments. 

Highly technical or narrow classifications can also pre- 
sent planning problems* At the time of our field york t CETA 
regulations required that special consideration be given to 
Vietnafn^era veterans who actually served in Korea, Indochina, 
or the adjacent waters, but none off the sponsors or Labor 
regional offices we visited had been able to obtain data on 
the number of such veterans or such unemployed veterans resid- 
ing in the sponsors* jurisdictions* Similar problems were en* 
countered concerning veterans having specific percentages of 
disability* 

eONl'LUSlUNs 

Some CETA job vacancies have not been listed with the 
Employment Service as required 9 and the Employment Service has 
declined to refer applicants to some vacancies* Additional 
veterans could be referred if all vacancies were listed and 
treated as valid* Sponsors need to more effectively supervise 
subgrantees to ensure they list all vacancies, and Labor needs 
to bette - assure that local Employment Service offices are 
responsive to public service job listings* and that they refer 
only veterans that are due special treatment during the first 
48 hours t ex *-^t as provided for in the regulations. 

The number of and differences in veteran classifications 
needlessly complicate the administration of veteran aspects 
of the QBth and Employment Service programs- Both programs 
emphasize serving the needs of unemployed veterans, thus, 
havir-j different veteran definitions in the two programs seem 
unwarranted* 



5EC0MHEWPATI0NS 

We recommend that the Secretary of Labor 

"l^Sc-lj 0 "' 1 , Employment and Training Administration 
and VES officials to give inoreaaed emphasis to assur- 
a t a P° nao « ?nd their subgrantees list all public 

STt 2oJ2SJ!5 a S C "- wit 5^ he Employment Service, and 

f?Pi?y«»ent Service offices be responsive to all * 
such listings and give the required referral preference 
to veterans designated to receive special treatment; 

—develop uniform definitions and classifications of vet- 
erans for all Labor employment and training programs t 

—where such new classifications are not consistent 
with those set forth in legislation, submit proposed 
legislation to the Congress providing for the needed 
changes * 

AgEHCY COMMENTS AMP OU R EVALUATION 



^ ^J.asreed »Uh the above recommendations and said 

listed wiS n fhr^? ther t X l PUt ? liC Mrvlce 3° b vacancies are 
listed with the Employment Service, and whether the priority 

veterans are given the require referral preference Sas airLdy 

5p|* r V £ r ?9 ular ongoing monitoring activities by both 

viewf d Lalo^Su?'! 1 " "^W^ 1 as P^iodic onsite re- 
ItfZ • J W w X1 ensu r« that these aspects continue to be 
filsV m conduct of its monitoring and review aetivi- 



Ubor also said that it has been attempt inc to simallfv 
veteran definitions and that it will conttaS attempts to * 
SS1 V * ^Problem through both administrative action and 
Departmental input to the legislative process. 
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CHAPTER 5 



EMPLOYMENT S ERVICE SHOULD PROVIDE 

BETTER SERVICES TO V ETERANS 

Although many veterans have benefited from using the 
Employment Service, improvements are needed in providing pref- 
er er^Ul services to veterans * Local Employment Service 
offiji^ls stated that as a matter of practicality, their 
tirf^ priority was to serve ail applicants waiting in the 
5>ffi c * # and th#n as time permit* to provide services to 
veterans who have filed applications. 

Although preferential treatment was given to veteran ap- 
pliofhts in some cases, Labor's performance standards for 
^ervMit veterans were not always met, qualified veterans were 
not Marred to jobs or training before nonveterans, and many 
vetting received no reportable employment services whitseever - 
^taf^ eaipioyecj specifically to serve disabled veterans were 
Used to perform other duties, and a plan for local Employment 
Service offices to become involved in identifying and'making 
fcefe««s to the Veterans Administration (VA) on-the-job train- 
ing Ptograni vacancies has not been effectively implemented, 

Veterans receiving unemployment compensation for es-serv- 
'teeffi^** generally received more employment services from local 
fimpl^ment Service offices than did regular unemployment in- 
surant recipients* Even so* only 27 percent of those in our 
JampW w ho received unemployment compensation for ex-servicemen 
had ^tn referred by* the Employment? Service to jobs or training 

department of Labor representatives have monitored local 
Employment Service offices* performance and reported that vet- 
eran applicants fared a little better than nonveterans* In 
some ^a s es. Labor's monitoring efforts contributed to improved 
s^rv^s to veteranss two of the sin employment offices we 
r^vi^ed fully met performance standards for fiscal year 1977, 
whereas none were met the year before* The need for increased 
ftonifc 0 Eing «s better performance is evidenced by the fact 
that* nationally/ standards were net m%t for fiscal year 1977 9 
aittf 4J*3 percent of the veteran applicants did not receive a 
reportable service that year* 

£*ebo* regulations, state that the Imployniint Service is 
to gi v e veterans priority services by 

^teftr^ing qualified veterans before nonveterans to 
Job openings # 

^providing veteran^ priority in counseling and testing, 
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—reviewing veterans 1 applications every 30 days to 
determine whether there was a need for further 
employment services, and 

—net inactivating veterans 1 applications without first 
determining that such action is warranted by evidence 
such as placement in a job, or notice that the 
applicant has moved out oi the local employment 
office's jurisdiction. 

INCREASED EFFORTS HEEDED TO MEET 
VETERANS 8 SERVICE PERFO RMANC E STANDARDS 

* A u fh0 V^^'nam-Era Veterans" Readjustment Assistance Act of 
1974 required the Secretary of Labor to establish per** 
formanee standards for serving veterans, The standards 
in effect for fiscal years 1976 and 1577 required the Employ- 
ment Service to (1) place veteran applicants in jobs and train- 
ing at a rate 10 percent greater (1.10) than the rate for all 
applicants and (2) place handicapped veterans ]/ at a rate 20 
percent greater (1.20) than the rate for all applicants. For 
example* if an office placed 30 percent of its total appli- 
cants in jobs, it would have to place 33 ard 36 percent of its 
veteran and handicapped veteran applicants ^ respectively, 
Labor, developed new standards tor "fiscal year 1978, which art 
desrribed on page 57* 

^ following table shows (1) the fiscal year 19 '6 and 
1977 placement standards and (2) the actual perfor^mce indi* 
caters nationwide and for the three States and six lt/Csl 
Employment Service offices we visited* Numerical indicators 
less than the Labor standards show that standards were not met 
and indicators below 1,00 show that veterans did not fare as 
we^l as applicants as a whole* 



1/Bandicapped veterans* a classification that includes disabled 
veterans* was used for this performance standard. / 
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Comparison of Veterans Placement Standards 
With Actual Pecfor m^ajtct 



Handicapped 
Veterans veterans 





e 1 1976 


ft 1977 


ft 1376 


FY 1977 


Labor placement standard 


1,10 


1,10 


1.20 


1.20 


Actual performance 








nationwide 


.98 


1.04 


.98 


2.06 


Indiana 


.82 


.97 


.87 


1,02 


Indianapolis 1/ 


.97 


1.06 


.83 


.»'/ 


Evansville 


1.02 


1.20 


1.22 


1,65 


Missouri 


.97 


1.19 


.91 


1,16 


Kansas City 


.88 


1.06 


.82 


.91 


Springfield 


1.03 


1.23 


.94 


1.33 


California 


.95 


1.02 


.78, 


.87 


Lob Angelei 


.89 


.94 


.92 


.97 


San Bernardino 


1.20 


1.20 


.82 


.95 



1/The Indianapolis office is a consolidation of two offices" 
one office tor commercial and professional positions and 
another for industrial and service positions. 

*ShQ above data Dhova that although the Employment Sorvica 
has irooroved its rate oi veteran placements, the fiscal year 
1977 national rate was still below Labor placement standards, 
Handicapped veterans fared better than other veterans, but 
again not up to placement standards* 

The Employment Service has only indirect control over 
placements because employers decide who they will hire. How- 
ever? the Employment Service can enhance veteran placements 
by referring qualified veteran applicants to the extent they 
are available* During fiscal years 1976 and 1977, veteran 
applicants fared slightly better than nonveterans in obtaining 
job referrals nationwide and in the three States we reviewed. 

QUALIFIED VETERAN AFPLICAHTS MQT REFERRED 
TO OPENINGS BEFORE NQNVBTEBANS ' ' 

Because local Employment Service offices gave first 
priority to serving walk-in clients, they did not generally 
search application files to identify qualified veteran ap- 
plicants and refer, them to jobs first* Such file searches 
were generally made ©n an as-time-*permits basis only, As a 
result, nonveterans were referred ahead of or instead of 
veterans, rather than in the following sequence required 
by Labor regulations 
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^-*tf»tfU3 dibbled veterans , 



st^e t ^i^ibU^ veterans, 
~-.*ir) o.*e* vu^mi and eligible persons, 1/ and 

Umml SmfflcVWIn* Service office officials aek&cwledged 
they did not CoJ-tav **h@ prescribed referral priorities, and 
©ur revi^rv oi : a nute^r of job orders at each office showed 
tmre trfie^ 4pglleetifins of qualified veterans on file who were 
not teierre^ jobs that either were filled by nertveterann 
©r that %*%zm almmi unfilled* 

tmrtty recently closed job orders at each of the six 
Employment t Se^y£c% offices were reviewed to determine whether 
qualified vgtwtmnm w#ca referred and, If referred, whether 
they wmtfk r#f0cria hetatm nonveterans , Some job orders covered 
i&©re than, otfe jo*b ^p^ntng, Generally orders were selected in 
occupational f£r which veteran applicants wer^ available, 

and vhmm a nwiv^t£r#jft had been hired or where there was an 
vn, Tilled ^p^nt,!,^, Additional qualified vetei'aris- *»hi3 hau 4^- 
plicatioaJ An the ^c£i\re file at the time the job orders were 
received* srioteis h^v# be%n referred, Legal office staff agreed 
in each that th# \refceran should have been referred. The 

following t^bli sh£w# the results b^ loaal office* 



Local ^f giz e' 



fiber 

Of job 
g g* ?ings 



_ Number referred 
Mon- 

Veteran veteran 



Potentially 
qualified 

additional 
veterans 




49 
S8 
3? 
24 
2£ 
37 



34 
41 
46 
16 
6 
55 



87 

131 
69 
33 
39 
82 



60 
70 
73 
36 
28 
42 



San Bt ^ii^rd in£ 



2J4 



198 



441 




3/filtglbl^ p^r^ogis ir^e gathers and spouses eC certain 
deeeastd* diAapLed, ox missing- in-aetion veterans* 
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The Employment Service QiiLtms had referred norveterans 
before available veterans on 32^ of the job openings, and had 
not referred any veterans to 81 openings. We found additional 
veteran applicants which had not been referred for ail but 7 
of the 23 4 total openings reviewed. 

Limited file s earch ^ 

* 

One regional Veterans Employment Service (VES) represent- 
ative stated that the lack of an intensive * reoular , ongoing 
file search* and call-in program Cor veterans is a major* if ' 
not the major* reason for lack of veteran preference. The 
search of veterans* application filet was inadeguate'at all 
of the local offices reviewed. Local officials gave the 
following reasons 

—attempts to contact veterans identified through file 
searches were not productive— few are referred and 
even fewer hired, 

— insufficient staff, 

—employers want job orders filled as soon as possible, 
and file searches and the resulting efforts to contact 
the applicant take time, and 

— insufficient time to make file searches after serving 
walk-in clients* 

Performing file searches for qualified Veteran applicants 
increases the number of veterans referred to jobs* but it is 
not the most efficient way of making referrals. We reported 
to the Congress in February 1977 # If from an overall rather 
than a veteran service perspective, that file searching is 
relatively unproductive in filling job orders compared to re- 
ferring walkins* For. eMinple, while we were visiting the San 
Bernardino office, 97 attempts were made during a 1-week 
period to contact 60 different veterans who had been selected 
through a file search for possible referral. As a result of 
the 97 attempts* only 12 veterans were referred to employers 
and only 1 was hired. The Kansas City office was successful 
in only 15 percent of the attempts it made to contact ap- 
plicants for jobs during 1976* 

Local Employment Service office officials said that walk 
ins are the most productive referral source because the 



!/"The Employment Service — Problems and Opportunities' For 
Improvement" (HRD-76-169, Feb, 22, 1977). 



44 



5fi 



fhfiL C f?« ^ e - ln . te ^ ted in beln ' "ferred, often screen 
Sd Si job requirements, are prebahly qualified, 

and mtm ammed lately referrabie to an employer. 



^ °! S he a PP arent advantage a walk- in client has, 

limited test In the six local Employment Service 
!ff;St S , t0 dete ™iM whether veteran applicants wire propor- 
tionately represented among the walk ins. This test would 
also give a good indication as to whether vettMnS Sere 
actively seeking jobs. The testa at four of lices coaled a 
5-day wort weekr in Los Angeles, the test was If l-fay^s 
K Sl^E* " Kansas City the test was aver" 10 »S days. 

asssw mis. s f?ieif ^tsrar^-ss-s 

liSiESL'K" C °f nCM ° £ 0btalni «9 3° b refferKls If frequently 



:ces Ptm 



Chairman of the Senate' Committee on Veterans' 

*"fi" ^ 6St ? a that We g3Canlne the ex tent to whSh the 
S^Iflt^ Service providsd services to re^i^ „r ucx 

SfUf;iS',-5'-H re 'S t0 P' oviae comparative data on emoloyment 
ufar unLnl!vS^; r 4 faCtorS »« recipients and reg" 

sitSL* K P J Insurance program recipients. Our review 

SSiIf««i« ™-? Ugh / s^^y lowr percentage of UCX 
dfl -SiSi re 9 l «?^d with Employment Service offices than 
mat ~S;L! e f lpi * n ? S ' UCK ««iPients generally received 
mote employment services. OCX recipients alio collected 
slightly higher weekly benefits, wer^ younger? COile - cted 
better/ educated, and predominantly Bales. 



« 1Jtr *? financed by the Federal Government, unlike rea- 
«f«SI?E loyB5<mt r i^urance benefits, which are funde! through 

t ? bor '« <* nationwide data on OCX 

folfoiSg^fe:" 1 ya " S m «• a*own in the 



JjscnlYear 

Transition" 



iS2S 1I2S q uarter 197? 
Avarlgl^n^al 11110 "^ $ 36 °' 5 $ 41S ' 7 f 96 '° • 3 ^,4 
AvI^CIy benefits ^ ^ *'»J Mj* 



UCX recipients collect higher bent fits 

On a nationwide basis , UCX recipients in fiscal year 1976 
collected average weekly benefits of §77 # compared to $72 for 
, regular unemployment insurance recipients^ 

He obtained comparative OCX and regular unemployment 
insurance benefits data in ths six cities reviewed, h random 
sample was selected of OCX and regular payraants made during 
one week by the unemployment insu^an^e office serving the 
Employment Service office that we reviewed in each city- 
Where the number of OCX payments was lets than 200 during 
the week, we selected all such payments. Indiana was the 
only one of the three States reviewed where the maximum 
beneCit varied with' the number of a reoifient % s dependents* 
Accordingly, we considered the number of dependents in 
determining whether each Indiana recipient sampled was 
receiving the maximum benefit. 

Our examination of payment records of samples of 728 OCX 
and 1,679 regular unemployment Insurance recipients showed that 
a substantially higher- percentage of OCX recipients in 4 of 
the 5 cities were collecting the maximum benefit than regular 
recipients. The following table shows a comparison of OCX 
and reqular unemployment benefits in the six locations . 



Percent 
receiving, 

Maximum maximum Average 





weekly 


benefit 


weekly benefit 


Office location 


benefit 


OCX 


Regular 


UCX 


Regular 


Indianapolis 


•• a/1115 


51 


36 


$71.34 


569.6?" 


Evans vi lie 


a/ 115 


69 


40 


72,47 


68.79 


Kansas City 


85 


86. 


35 


84.55 


72.64 


Springfield 


85 


87 


57 


84.62 


73.86 


Lot Angeles 


104 


2 


9 . 


71.23 


66.56 


San Bernardino 


104 


b/ia 


b/22 


81.28 


71.91 


a/The Indiana maximum tenges from 


569 for a 


single 


person 



to $115 for a person with more than three dependents * 

e difference is not statis tically significant at the 
95-peccent confidence level. - 

The average weekly benefits received fay OCX recipients 
were higher in all six cities than the benefits received by 
regular recipients * In 5 of the cities, UCX payments were 
made on the average, for 3 to 5 weeks longer than regular pay- 
ments, in the sixth city# ttie average fayaent period was the 
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same. According to nationwide data UCX .recipients reclined 
on unemployment in fiscal year 1977, four weeks longer than 
tegular recipients. 

Recipients \ cha racteristics in the sample 

Our analysis of characteristics of recipients in the * 
sample for the six cities showed differences in UCX and reg- 
ular recipients* age, education, race, and sex* The average 
age of OCX recipients was 30 years, or 10 years younger 
than regular recipients. Eighty-one percent of the OCX 
recipients had completed high school* compared to 64 percent 
of the regular recipients* The white, nonwhite differences 
varied significantly by city, with the percentage of nonwhites 
ranging from 4 percent in Springfield to 91 percent in Los 
Angeles for UCX, and 1 percent to 86 percent in the same cit- 
ies for regular recipients* Ninety-five percent off UCK recip- 
ients were male compared to 62 percent of regular recipients* 

Recipients r e gistered with t and 
served b y the Employment Service 

A substantial percent of both UCX and regular recipients 
sampled had registered with local Employment Service offices, 
but according to Employment Service records, only 46 percent 
of UCX recipients and 29 percent of regular recipients had 
received any reportable services. 1/ Out of a sample of 728 
UOC recipients, 70 percent had registered with the Employment 
Service, compared to 77 percent of the 1,679 regular recip- 
ients. fe v 

The following table shows the percent of registered 
recipients io the samples who received certain types of 
employment services. Those persons who received more than 
one type of service are counted in each category of service 
received* 



1/h reportable service is an activity reported through the 
Employment Service data system such as counseling* testing, 
enrollment g referral, etc* h reportable service does not 
reflect unreported employment services, such as provision 
of labor aarfcet information, registration for unemployment 
compensation benefits # file search, or call-ins for job 
referral* 
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Percent of registered recipients reo giyiiiy 
Job " Other 







referrals 


Counsel inq 


set vices 






OCX 


Regular 


UOC 


Reqular 


UCX 


Reqular 




Indianapolis 


a/33 


a/16 




2 


11 


8 


- 


Evansville 


a/41 


1/21 


a/41 


a/3 


a/14 


•« 




Kansas City 


21 


14 


0 


1 


6 






Springfield 


27 


17 


7 


5 


20 


26 




Los Angeles 


22 


21 


5 


2 


6 


5 

b/2 




San Bernardino 


a/30 


a/20 


a/13 


a/3 


b/8 



a/The difference between UCX and regular percentages is 
statistically significant at the 95-percent confidence 
level . 



b/The difference between UCX and regular percentages is 
statistically significant at the 90«percent confidence 
level • 

Statistical teats of the differences between UCX and 
regular groups showed that some differences were statistically 
significant as indicated* Other differences might have been 
by chancei that is, some differences slight be due to our 
comparing samples rather than the complete populations* 

Based on results for the entire sample, 27 percent of 
registered OCX recipients received job referrals compared 
to 18 percent for regular recipients t Both percentages were 
below the 36-percent nationwide referral rate the Employment 
Service reportedly experienced during fiscal year 1976* 

'We did not determine why more UC3C recipients did not 
receive employment services, but the limited extant of local 
office file searches discussed earlier in this chapter would 
be one factor. Another factor might be thi lax enforcement 
of the legislative requirement that recipients be able, 
available, and willing to work* We reported that problem 
to the Congress in a February 1977 report (see footnote 
p. 44) and again in 1978* 1/ 



I/ - Unemployment Insurance— Need to Reduce Unequal Treatment 
off Claimants and Improve Benefit payment Controls and fa* 
Collections* (HRD-78-l f &pr. 5, 1178). 
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DISABLED VETERANS OUTREACH PROP RAH 
CJSgp FOR OTHER THAN INTENDED ftURPQS ES 



At sera© of the local Employment Service offices we 
reviewed, staff hired under Labor's Disabled Veterans Outreach 
Program were performing regular Employment Service duties. 
Although the staff members were providing some services to 
disabled veterans, they wert also performing routine file 
search, job referral, and other services to nondisabled 
veterans, and in some cases to nonveterans. The services 
they provided to nondisabied veterans were beneficial* 
However t the program was established to provide increased 
employment services for disabled veterans, rather than to 
provide local offices with additional staff for carrying out 
their regular responsibilities for serving veterans and 
Other applicants. 

Program development and guidelines 

The Disabled Veterans Outreach Program was one of the 
Presidential initiatives announced by the Secretary of Labor 
in January 1977, to promote employment opportunities for 
disabled veterans. In a February 1977 news release concern- 
ing the Secretary's announcement of the Disabled Veterans 
wulreach Ftogtaw, Uie ta»k oZ the program*** slsff was 
described as one of 

m * * * seeking out eligible disabled veterans and 
assisting local public employment service staffs 
in providing services to which disabled veterans 
are entitled, in addition, the Disabled Veterans 
Outreach Program staff will assist in the devel- 
opment of private sector jobi for the disabled 
veterans.* 

The program was to employ about 2,000 disabled Vietnam-era 
veterans m local Employment Service offices to provide 
intensive outreach, job development, and placement services 
5? SiJ*^ ed - ve 5 erans * ^e goal of the program was to place 
40*000 disabled veterans in jobs or training by the end of 
5i BC ?Kl> €ar 1978 - Thm ptoqtn was planned to end September 

?IJ; Oliver, Lab@r eietended the program through fiscal 
year liaii 

In setting forth the responsibilities of the program 
staff* Labor's regulations required that the staff be 
given duties related to the placement of all veterans 
not just disabled veterans. However, Labor emphasised 
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that the staff should pec form intensive outreach for disabled 
veterans, screen local, employment office applicant files 
to identify disabled veterans who could be referred to jobs 
or training, and contact employers to encourage them to 
hire and train disabled veterans. Labor also stressed that 
the disabled veteran program staff was to provide services 
beyond local employment offices* regular services, Specifi- 
cally, Labor headquarters in a Field Memorandum dated March 30 
1977, advised its regional administrators that; 

"The personnel hired through DVOP (Disabled Veterans 
Outreach Program) will augment local office staff 
and operations- The activities and accomplishments 
of this staff are to be in addition to the SESA*s 
(State Employment Service Agency) on-going responsi- 
bilities for services to veterans according to the . 
Code of Federal Regulations* * 

Disabled veterans pr ogram staff 
perform regular staff* duties 

Disabled veterans program staff at the five local 
Employment Service offices where we reviewed their activity 
were also performing duties which were already the respon- 
sibility of regular ufiice btaf f * f H€ ware unable to review 
the program in San Bernardino because it was not underway 
when we completed our fieidwork there in May 1977* Most of 
the other offices had some staff on board for this program 
although nat all authorized positions were filled* In Indian- 
apolis and Evansville, 12 of the 15 total authorized posi- 
tions were filled i in Kansas City and Springfield, 2 of 
3 authorized positions were filled, 

The Indiana State Employment Service provided its local 
offices with guidelines that allowed the offices to use the 
disabled veterans program staff for providing regular services 
to nondisabled veterans* As a result, the Indianapolis 
and Evansville disabled veterans program staff was performing 
outreach, file search, Job referral, and application review 
for all veteran applicants* although the staff served dis- 
abled veterans, most of the services were to other veterans, 
As of the end of August 1977, the program staff had made 
about 900 referrals or call-ins, about 6B percent of which 
involved nondisabled veterans. About 64 percent of the 
resulting placements also involved nondisabled veterans. 
The Indianapolis disabled veterans program staff also per- 
formed the office's regular duties of contacting veterans 
to determine whether they still required service before 
their applications were removed from" the active application 
file. About 47 percent of the contacts involved nondisabled 
veterans. 



50 



The Los Angeles disabled veterans program staff expressed 
dissatisfaction to us with being used extensively to perform 
regular employment service duties rather than providing the 
intended services to disabled veterans, A VES representative 
met with 14 disabled veterans program staff members in August 
1977, and found that none believed they were being used 
properly. The staff members commented that they were assigned 
to© long— 3 to 4 months— to learning office procedures, 
and were sometimes assigned regular staff duties* including . 
a week spent taking applications for jobs at a new hotel. 
The staff said that confusion and disagreement existed over 
which veterans should be served. One staff member said he 
believed the staff should serve all disabled veterans, and 
another said the State had instructed the staff to concentrate 
on disabled Vietnam-era veterans. One Labor official in- 
structed the disabled veterans program staff to concentrate 
on all Viatnan-era veterans, and another said they should, 
provide services to all veterans. 

The Springfield local Employment Service office was 
using its disabled veterans program .staff member for provid- 
ing regular employment services to veterans, All disabled 
and recently separated veteran applicants were referred 
to him. He performed job development for all veterans, 
did .Silm searches to locate veteran applicants for the c*"^ 
program, and planned to perform local office duties concerning 
a follow-up program on VA*s on-the-job training program. 
He had performed some disabled veteran outreach, but the 
State BBpioyment Service directed that all such outreach be 
discontinued until all veteran applicants on file had been 
provided with some positive service, 



The Kansas City local office program staff member 
had been devoting about 80 percent of his time to disabled 
veterans and, the other 20 percent to other veterans, according 
to the staff member's supervisor. 



Under the VA on-the-job training program, the Federal 
Government pays a stipend to eligible veterans enrolled 
in an approved on-the-job training program conducted by 
a private employer. Efforts by the Employment Service and 
VA have resulted in little improvement in the administration 
and use of the program. This lack of progress is the result 
of the low priority given this program by Federal, State, 
and local representatives. 



51 



In 1975 # we reported to the Chairman, Senate Committee 
on Veterans* Af fairs 1/ that neither VA nor VES had estab- 
lished pranedures to systematically recontact previously 
approved employers t© identify available training positions. 
We recommended that the following action be taken. 

—The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs require that 
each of the VA regional offices periodically notify 
the appropriate VES representative of all employers 
in the area who currently have approved on-the-job 
training programs for veterans* 

—The Secretary of Labor require VES to contact 
and periodically recontact approved employers to 
determine their need for trainees. 

In response to our recommendations, the two agencies 
reached an agreement in 1975 on the method to implement cor- 
rective action* the basic features of the agreements are 
described below, 

VA implementation 

1- Va will establish local proc^nr^s to off Ant* 
periodic VA followup with on-the-job employers 
to determine their need -for trainees, to confirm 
the type of programs approved* and to ascertain 
the actual status of these programs as being active 
or inactive - 

2* An update to a VA listing of employers with approved 
programs will be prepared by VA quarterly* One copy 
will be provided to the State Veterans Employment 
representative of the State(s) in that region* 

Veterans Employmc.it Service Implementation 

1* Employment Service Personnel will screen the VA 

listing of employers # noting the local Employment 
Service office in whose geographical area the 
employer is located, 

2- Individual local office lists of employers will be 
developed and disseminated to local office veterans 
employment representatives* 



1/Report on Veterans' Administration On-the-Job Training 
Program (B-178741, July 9 # 1975) . 
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3. The local offices will contact and periodically 

recontact approved employers in their jurisdictions 
to follow up, the VA determination of employment 
needs for on-the*job trainees and initiate action 
to place veterans in the programs. 

4* The State Veterans Employment representative will 
monitor the local office operation to assure full 
effectiveness of the coordinated program* 

5. The regional Veterans Employment representative 

will have the VES overall monitoring" responsibility 
for the implementation of this program within his 
rag ion. 

Subsequent to this 1975 agreement- VA and VES determined 
that the VA listings of employers with appro\ed on-the-job 
programs for veterans were not being maintained on a current 
basis. Accordingly, in Juiy 1976* VA and Labor agreed that 
State Qnploymenr Service agencies would be requested to 
collect data from approved employers and provide a listing 
to VA of those employers that should be deleted from the 
listing* Sene of the new tasks to be performed by the local 
Eihpioyiwen-L Service offices vera 

^comparing the new VA listings with the previous VA 
listings available to local offices to determine 
that all fmploy^rs listed are currently active, 
according to local Employment Service office records 
or through telephone verification, 

— notifying the State Employment Service agency central 
office each month of those employers to be deleted 
from the list, and 

—turning the information over to the State Veterans 
Employment representative to be forwarded to the 
appropriate VA regional office to update the VA 
list. * ■ ■ ■ • 

Extent of progress 

Although more than 1 year had lapsed since the initial 
Labor*VA agreement, as of March 1977> VES representatives 
in California and Missouri had not forwarded the VA lists 
to local offices. Reasons offered for this lack of action 
were that (1) the lists received from VA were not listed 
***f! a zip code or local office sequence and' (2) the lists 
were not up to date. Singe the 1976 Labor^VA agreement 
acknowledged the latter reason and set tap procedures 
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for the Employment Service to update the listing, we do 
not know why the VES representatives considered this 
a valid reason for holding up the distribution of the list. 
The VA listing for Indiana was not given to the Indiana VES 
representative * 

In the three States we reviewed, most of the VES 
representatives that expressed an opinion on the on-the-job 
train*. ,g program indicated that CI) it was a low-oriority 
program for them and (2) updating the lists required substan- 
tial staff time* 

Missouri 

By September 1977, the State V£S representative in 
Missouri had obtained a list in zip code sequence and had 
made distribution to local offices. However , the State 
VES representative had not tecfuesttd— and had not received— 
any local office feedback to ass ist with the updating 
of the VA list* The State VES representative had not 
requested feedback from local offices because a VA regional 
official had told him that feedback was not necessary, 

California 

The State VES representative in California had done 
little to implement the program until January 1977* when 
the VES director instructed him to implement the agreements 
fully without delay* In May 1977 , the State VES representa- 
tive sent the local Employment Service offices a listing 
of approved on-the-jeb training employers although the list 
was not the VA-prepared listing* The State VES representa- 
tive said he did not send the VA listing, because it was 
outdated* contained inaccurate data, and was in a 'sequence 
that local offices could not easily use. 

The listing that was sent was published by the State 
agency that approves the employers Cor VA' s on-the-job 
training programs in California. The State agency should 
also (1) periodically determine whether employers may rotain 
their approved status and (2) provide VA data on when it 
gives and withdraws approval of employers 1 programs. The 
State agency periodically publishes a listing of approved 
employers that is provided to the State Employment Service* 
A similar listing by a State agency was also available in 
Missouri and Indiana* However, this listing also had defi* 
ciencies. Local office staff in Los Angeles who had worked 
with the State listing had reported to the State VES repre- 
sentative that (!) the listing did not provide either employ- 
er's address or s*ip code and (2) when a multiloeation 
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employer v/as involved, no information was given on where 
the hiring was done—at a central location or at each 
location, 

Working with the Hating sent in Hay 197?, the two 
results ^ revlev « d ir » California had achieved the following 

torn Ange les Employment Service office 

The office had received a list of 88 employers and 

found 

"I 2 employers had moved from the area/ had gone out of 
business, ware not within local office jurisdiction 
etc, ? 

~S employers currently had trainees ? and 

—71 indicated either no Interest in the program or only 
wanted information, " 

fJB^fJ^ll^nQ gmploymen t Service office 

^he office received a list of 146 employers and as of 

late May 1577, had found that 21 employers had moved or 

goner out of business. The office had not started to contact 
the remaining employers on the list. 

Both California local offices were repotting the results 
of their u.^e of the list to the State VES representative, but 
at the tiraa of our fieldworlc, he was not forwarding the 
information to Vh 9 Consequently , the Vh listing was not being 
updated to delete ^players who had gone out of business, or 
to recognize changes in the location of businesses, etc. 

Indiana 

The State vm representative in Indiana had not received 
any listing fr©m VA § but had forwarded to local Employment 
Service offices the monthly listings on the approved on-the* 
job training employers as prepared by an Indiana State agency, 

In our discussions with a local veterans employment 
representative in Indianapolis, he told us that he had 
vtry little time to work with the lists he received, The 
data at both the Evansvilie and Indianapolis local offices * 
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was incomplete so we were unable to determine the results that 
had been attained with the employers, contacted. 

The State VES representative said only feedback- on 

results would be the monthly activity report of the local 
veterans employment representatives. One local veterans 
employment representative said that he did not forward to 
the State VES representative, the results of any contacts 
niaUe. Thus* the State VES representative is not receiving 
information from all local veterans employment representatives 
on the status of the employers listed by the State- agency. 
This data should he obtained and forwarded to the State 
agency preparing the list to aid in maintaining the list 
on a current basis* 

In our discussion with a VA regional official for 
Indiana, we were told that VA does not submit its listing 
of approved on-the-job training employers because it would 
just duplicate the listing prepared by the State agency now 
supplying such a list, In commenting on a draft of this 
report the VA Administrator said that the VA, regional office 
now sends the VA list directly to the State VES representa- 
t ive . 

LABOR ' E EFFORTS TO IMPROVE 
SER VICES TU VETERANS 

Labor's efforts to improve Stat% Employment Service 
agencies 3 services to veterans have been carried out primarily 
through monitoring statewide and local office performance. 
Labor revised the fiscal year 1978 performance standards for 
services to veterans. Whereas the previous standards covered 
only placement of veterans in £he Revised standards 

cover more types of services and "provide now measurements 
for both the basic level of services and the degree of pref- 
erence 1 provided to veterans* 

Monitoring of State and local off ice performance 

VES is responsible for munitoring State Employment 
Service agencies 1 services to veterans, and to a large degree 
does so by reviewing monthly data on the services provided 
both statewide and by e&ch local office* VES representatives 
also rwke onsite evaluations. 

As noted on page 42* none of the si* local Employment 
Service offices we reviewed met the veteran placement stand- 
ards for veterans and disabled veterans in fiscal year 1976, 
Although all of the offices improved their performance in 
fiscal year 1977, several of them did not nte^; the veterans 
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oc dia^bi^d Vetexaiis placement stand 
itiay hsva e^n *3u^ in part to ves' mo 
inet art d di^QUfSs jft^ ' i t -wt th local of 
the Stfttt ygs Jef r#§ t ht4t ives told u 
formal co0ipmsrit*§ noncompliance. 

repreAi»ta^i*ve noteJ In a Januar 
rtport th#t th* to# AJig^lei office s 
action to itfprrtvtf ^r^vices to Patera 
representative p3awne<d recommend 
trfidt in C&lltQmnM f b*Jt riever gat be 
Urn told t^aft ^tate^ide performanc 
rot to pur§u^ mitten The need 
plaQefflefit^ %f4§ &%$mmmd in a Januai 
the Kansas city jo^i oifiee, and al 
^valiiatiof* oi Indianapolis local 



ards. The improvement 
nitoring of the perform* 
fiee^ officials , However 
§ they had not Eiled any 
One State ass istant 
y 1977 evaluation 
hould develop a plan of 

. The regional VES 
that this be done state^ 
yond preparing a draft, 
e improved and he. decided 
to increase veteran 
y 1976 VES evaluation of 
so in a June 197 7 VES 
off ice. 
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i£fi^ i*i O^kmfi 1, 1977, Labor revised its performance 
Sftunaards to* ^trviiig veteran! to make vefceran/nonve tetan 
cftulferLsortt f\og£ MMliifcio and to include additional perform- 
ance factors^ ?w mk& aompariioni more realistic, i*rviees 
fc& veterans coftiftafta to services to nenveteran rnaies 
c^ef 1? # tatpecr fchufi m ill nonyeterans is previously done, 

-he p^ev?ic*m ^tar^dsras measured only placements The 
? tv standard* tr-l^c oth C : elements of serf ormaaie- -Mun**l- 
tng> enrol im#nfc in tr<*ir*ing, job development, percent of 
applicants govern flOAe service, and plaoementi in mandatory 
Lifted Job*, Ch^ e>Ja. itiftdards required that a higher level 
&t plac^mjjit settle** be. provided to veterans than ~ nonvetcr- 
»n», fcut-aia m>t ip^tff a minimum level, For example, an 
crff ice placing only 3 percent uf all applicants and 3.3 
percent oC a^l ve te^ps -tfouXd have been in compliance with 
the standard wh>ir^hy office placing 20 percent of all 
applicants artd 19 p*r*«n-t- of ail veterani would not have 
Men in w^i^ci. rhe new standards involve two new meas- 
ures at frttettzmm* first, a mini mum level of various type 
sjrvice^ to v^t*raii0 nfiis i be wet and neeond # the percentage 
01 v^tera^ t^mL^Lrtq thm various services must be higher, 
by speexfic: per«£*it^g e ^ f than the percentage of nenveterans 
r^Mivirig Che saiw mz^lmm. Labor estimated that had the 
n^w ifcandarasr fa«egi in ^CJect during fiscal year 1976* only 
23 Statei vould h#v^ met them* 

The O^toAe* J97? ^regulations were subsequently ravaged 
lt\ tfarch 19)8 tcD ^t^poPd to the unfavorable comments received 
ftfcMfl State ^g4ntfies On the earlier i emulations. The Jiarch 
1S78 rigiJl^Ucn^ sitiU use the basic approach established 
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by the October 1377 regulations and were to be used to measure 
performance in fiscal year 1378* 

CONCLUSIONS 

Many veterans seeking employment through the Employment 
Service are referred to jobs or training, but veterans do not 
always the preferential treatment in the referral 

process mandated In Labor regulations, The practical seed 
for local office! to serve all applicants **ho ar© waiting 
in the office! conflicts with requirements that qualified 
veteran applicants be referred to jobs or training before 
other applicants* 

Considering the advantage! a walk-irt applicant has, 
local offices should encourage veterans to visit the office 
frequently, and make sure they are aware of how roach visiting 
can increase the likelihood of being referred to a Job. 

Veterans receiving UCX appear to fart better than persons 
receiving regular unemployment benefits in that they receive 
higher weekly benefit! and more employment services including 
referrals, than regular recipients, E?en so, the percentage 
of OCX recipients in our sample in the six cities that had 
been referred to jobs by local employment offices ranged 
from 21 to 41 percent of those registered, 

The effectiveness of the Disabled Veterans Outreach 
Program has been limited by State Employment Service agencies 
and their local offices using the program staff to serve 
^ther than disabled veterans* Labeir directives do not 
restrict- the disabled veterans program staff 'from serving 
other than disabled veterans, However, the program as origi- 
nally announced, was intended to provide additional services 
to disabled veterans, and was not to be a source of additional 
staff to carry out regular Employment Service responsibilities* 
Some local offices have used the staff for the latter puroose/ 
The Employment Service needs to take prompt action to assure 
that the program staff serves only disabled veterans* 

The Employment Setvi^i* Uas r*ot made much progress in 
implementing the 1975 ani 1976 agreements pertaining to 
VA's ©n-the^job training program* The purpose of the agree- 
ments was to make the program viable , But the agreement 
provisions are essentially not being carried out and might 
not b€ manageable. The Department of Labor and VA represen- 
tatives should examine the agreera#nt provis ions and make 
the necessary revisions to establish procedures .that are 
efficient and effective, 

sa 
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-e * hou ? h Labo f Wpcesantattves, Dartieularly these 
of /is, monitor State Employment Service offices' services 
to jeteeans, such monitoring needs to be improved to assure 
that the intended preferential services are provided to 
veterans. The need for better and more effective monitoring 

evidenced by the questionable use of disabled "veterans 
propain staff, placement standards not being met, and the 
limited amount of file searches, 

RSCCMHJ W 0 m IONS 

We recommend that the Secretary of Labor 

—jive increased emphasis to provide preferential 
services to veterans by having local Smployinent 
Service offices make a concerted effort to alert 
veterans of the advantages of visiting local offices 
frequently; 

—assure that, as long as the Disabled Veterans Out- 
reach Program is in existence, local offices use 
Disabled Veterans Outreach Program staff to serve 
mainly disabled veterans; and 

renagctiate an agreement with Va for its cn-the- 
3 ob training program to establish a system which 
can be efficiently and effectively iwplcsenied . 

AG ENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUA TION 

tK ^ b 5 r . disa 9 c eed with our recommendation to aUrt veterans 
to the advantages of visiting the local office frequently be- 

the cost to the veteran, in coming to the office, 

— the increased workload on the local office to handle 
laore walk-in traffic* and 

--the difficulty in giving veterans their required pref- 
«etnee and referral priorities under such conditions. 

Labor stated that a more efficient manner of d»alin» with 
the profcl em would be through improved file search— manual or 
computet! 2ed * - 

* F^f tJ \ re !?? nse ' LAbor bas disregarded several problems 
pertaining to file searches, Two of the problems are dis- 
cussed page 44 of this report, namely 
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—the position of local officials that they do not have 
sufficient staff ta do adequate file searches because 
available staff is handling walk-in traffic and 

«the low percentage of referrals resulting from the file 
searches done because of the inability of the local of^ 
fice to contact the applicants. 

ln our February 1977 report (see footnote ©. 44} f we dis- 
cussed the Employment Service's Job Information Service which 
is a technique whereby an applicant reviews job openings 
and requests referral im the job opening he selects without 
an extensive interview MkA registration process. Offices 
using a job information service system usually make available 
to interested applies a display of available job listings 
on bulletin boards or TV-like viewers. The applicants screen 
the 30b listings and determine if their qualifications and 
interests match the job order, Employment Service interview- 
ers review the applicants* selections, and if the applicants 
meet the necessary qualification^ , they arc referred to 
employers. By using this method, tM Utr«ir levers usuallv 
save time in matching applicants to jobs* 

h mail survey and foilow-yp telephone survey performed in 
August 19/5 by a contractor for Labor showed that about 1*000 
of the approximately 2,400 Employment Service offices had 
sotm* type of a job information service* In cur February 1977 
report* we recommended that the Secretary of babor identify 
offices which could improve their performance by implementing 
a job information service and encourage them to establish 
such systems * 

If local offices had a job information service available, 
the increase in walk-in traffic resulting Etam encouraging 
veterans to visit the office frequently would not have the 
detrimental impact suggested by labor * 

Labor, in commenting on our recommendation concerning 
the Disabled Veterans Outreach Program* actenawladged that 
^Siere had been problems in the use of disabled program staff, 
3*Jt said that some of the staff in the offices ^e reviewed 
may have been performing regular employment m§nvi%g duties 
as a part of their training* Lafcor said that 4^ur recommenda- 
tion had been .fully Implemented by monitoring procedures 
which are now in place. Labor pointed out that the program 
is designed to assist all veterans with emphasis on disabled 
veterans. Since the establishment of monitoring procedures 
does not assure that such procedures will be effectively 
implemented and our review showed that monitoring was weak 
in many areas, effective action to enforce monitoring 
procedures is needed* 
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loth the Department of Labor and VA acknowledged 
problems in implementing VA*s on-the-job training program 
and both indicated the existing agreement will b§ reexamined • 
(See app* tY for the comments by VA*) >A said that Labor 
had recently made a survey of the use of VA's listing of 
employers having approved on-the-job training programs for 
veterans* Of the 48 States responding* 46 had received the 
listing provided by VA* but only 25 States used the listing. 
Of these 25, IB were providing VA with updated information* # 
Labor said that before renegotiating the agreement t it wanted 
to reexamine both the program itself and the implementation 
procedures because of the problems involved. 

Labor commented that we had not reflected some signifi- 
cant changes which were the result of special emphasis on 
veterans. For example, the placements of all veterans in- 
creased 2l percent between the first half of fiscal year 
1977 and tha first half of fiscal year 1978, while the place- 
ments of disabled veterans increased by 44 percent during 
the same period* However, vre notftd that the Employment Serv- 
ice had a 22-p#rqent increase in all reported placements 
for the period cited* Although the 44-percent increase repre- 
sents a significant increase percentagewise* the number 
of disabled veterans placed in tm first half of fiscal 
year 1978 was abcut 25,600* an increase of 7*400 over tin* 
number of disabled veterans placed in the first half cf 
fiscal year 1977* 

Labor was also unable t<? verify the figures we show 
on page 42 relating to veteran performance standards. In 
discussing the problem with Labor, we found that Labor (1) 
used the 12-month period for fiscal year 1976, while we in- 
cluded the transition quarter and (2) used a different data 
base than we used. We developed the per forasaTice indicators 
for the nationwide programs and for the three States £ *r fis- 
cal year 197$, including the transition quarter, and. fiscal 
year 1977* tfjiing Labor*s data base, a small variance was 
founc with the Hflares we show on page 42. However, none of 
the figures changed enough to change the compliance off any 
State or \,he nationwide results* The data base we used was 
used for other tables presented in this report # and for con- 
sistency of information, we hav# not changed to Labor 1 s 
data base. 
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CHAPTER 6 m 

MANDATORY JOB LISTING PROGRAM 

SEEDS TO BE MORE EFFECTIVELY ADMINISTERED 

The mandatory job listing program has bean only partially 
effective in providing employment opportunities to veteran!. 
Its ef fec£iveness has been limited because of problems in 
identifying contractors and subcontractors that are subject 
to job listing requirements , and the lack of aggressive 
Employment Service efforts to identify and report to enforce* 
ment officials in Labor those contractors not listing their 
job openings with the Employment Service, 

Thm Department of Labor implemented a system in 1973 to 
identify covered prime contractors, but the system does not 
always provide the needed data nor provide it in a timely 
manner* Neither Labor nor the States reviewed had developed 
a system for identifying covered subcontractors. 

employers subject to mandatory jcb listing are required 
to list job openings and report their hiring activity to local 
Employment Service offices, but they have not always done 
so* The local offices we visited had not implemented effec- 
tive procedures to determine whether employers were complying 
with reporting and listing requirements- Also, even when 
aware o£ noncompliance , local empioymtnt offices have nfirrtd 
only a few cases to their State headquarters for corrective 
action or referral to Labor* Labor has done little to assart 
that local offices have effective systems for monitoring 
TOntractors , listing and reporting activities* VES has been 
aware of deficiencies in thr mandatory job listing program, 
but has done little to recommend improved methods for local 
offices to use in identifying covered contractors and 
subcontractors. 

HANDATQR¥ JQS LIST ING REQUI REMENTS 

Tfce mandatory job listing program began under Executive 
Order 11B9S* June 16* 1971, to assist the large number 
of veterans leaving the service to find jpb^- The listing 
requirements ware later incorporated into the Vietnam^Era 
Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act at 1972 t38 U,5*C* 
101,2012). the program regulations (41 CfR 60-250,4) 'require 
Federal contractors and subcontractors to list suitable 
job openings with the Employment Service* which is to refer 
veterans to the job openings first* AH federal contracts 
and subcontracts over 510,000 must include a clause entitled 
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n M firmative Action for Disabled Veterans and Veterans 
o£ the Vietnam Era,* which requires contractors to 



"list with the local State Employment Service office 
all suitable job openings occurring daring the 
contract performance period and 

"submit periodic reports on the nwnber off openings 
and hires % 

The Hating and repotting requirements apply to every 
hiring looation of the contractors and their parent or 
subsidiary companies. Suitable job openings are defined 
as those openings paying less than $25,000 per year, except 
those to be filled from within the organization, or pursuant 
to employer-union firing arrangements. The requirements also 
provide other exemptions such as (1) where the needs of, 
the Government cannot reasonably be supplied, (2) where 
listing would be contrary to national security, or (3 } 
where the requirement of listing would not be for the best 
interest of the Government* 

The mandatory listing program is intended to benefit 
disabled and Vietnam-era veterans* Employment Service 
nationwide data for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 presented in 
the following table shows that Vietnam-era veterans generally 
fared better unuei. maiidalory^lis ted job ordecs than Ou 
other job orders* Comparative data was not available for 
disabled veterans* who represented less than 1 percent of 
the individuals referred to and placed in mandatory listed 
openings. 




Individuals referred? 

Vie tnas-era veterans 
All veterans 

Individuals placed: 

Vietnam-era veterans 
All veterans 

Total placements (note a); 
Vietnam-era veterans 
All veterans 



Referrals and placements 
of veterans as a percent 
^of total referral and 
placement activity 



Mandatory 
job openi ngs 
1976 fY 1977 



17. f 
25.8 



6*7 
22,0 

16,3 



17,6 
25,0 



16,4 

22,2 



Qfcner 
j ab opening! 
FY 1976 Py 1977 



11*4 
17,4 



12,2 
16.4 



16-5 11.3 
(not available) 



#1.0 

17.0 



11,0 
16,6 



11,9 



f/rotal placements include all placement transactions, Ar* individual 
is counted as many times as the pert.cn is placed in a job during 
tnt year. Under * individuala feferrtd" and ^individuals placed,* 
a person is counted o*nly onee during a year. 



The sianifieanue off mandatory job listing on»n inos to 
Employment Servian operations im shown in thefollowinq 
table. 

Activity FY 1976 FY 1977 

^ - — — * - — ■ ~ 

Openings! 

Mandatory l,O24 # 02i 1,131,064 

^otal 9,968 # 392 8 # 39S,Q30 

Mandatory as a 
percent off total 

openings, r 10 * 13' 

Openings filled i 

Mandatory 574,019 658,064 

^otal 6,878,784 5,901,564 

Mandatory as i 
pereent of total 

openings filled 8 11 
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IMPRQVSHBNTS NEEDED IN IDENTIFYING 
COVERED CONTRACTORS AND SUBCONTRACTORS 

Labor 's system for informing local Employment Service 
offices of employers subject to mandatory listing requirements 
often provides incomplete,, erroneous* or untimely data on 
prime contractors and does not Identify any subcontractors. 
Although the mandatory listing contract clause requires 
employers to notify each State employment aervlne agency 
of all hiring locations in the State, officials in the three 
States we visited told us that they receive few or no such 
notifications. The local employment offices visited relied 
primarily on Labor to identify mandatory listing contractors. 
One local office identified additional contractors by asking 
employers during routine contacts if they were Federal con-* - 
tractors or subcontractors. Such a process provides little 
assurance that all covered employers and locations will be 
identified. 

Identifying prime contractors 

Labor's current system for identifying covered prime 
contractor locations needs further improvement to provide 
more timely* complete, and accurate contract and contractor 
location data* 

Before June 1973 , covered prime contractor locations 
were identified by contract award notifications provided to 
Labor by federal procurement offices* In our November 1974 
report to the Senate Committee on Veterans 1 Affairs, we noted 
that the procurement offices did not always provide the 
notifications or provide them timely. Also, the notifications 
did not identify all the hiring locations of the contractor 
and its subsidiaries, and did not always include contract 
award and completion dates. 

Because of those problems, Labor awarded a contract to 
Dun 6 Bradstceet, Inc. , effective June 1, 1973, to provide 
monthly listings of all employers with Federal contracts* 
Dun a Bra&street obtains the contract award data from 
Notice of Award of Contract forms prepared by Federal pro^ 
cureroent activities and from the Commerce .Business Daily . 
Dun & Brads creet uses its list of over 3 million employment 
locations, reported to be the roost complete available, to 
identify all locations of the contractor and its subsidia- 
ries and related coapanies. Monthly activity is reported 
by Dun & Bradstreet to each State through cards listing 
contractor and contract data. The Stated in turn, forward 
the cards to the appropriate local Employment Service 
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offices. Dun & Bradstreet also proves a semi-annual listing 
of all locations to Labor's regional u lees. In 197 4, Labor 
estimated that the Dun a Brads treet arrangement increased 
coverage data from 30 percent to 80 percent. 

In five of the six Employment Service offices we yisitid, 
representatives complained to us about the Dun & Bradstreet 
cards being received several months after the contract award 
and lacking the contract award and conplet«ion dates needed 
to establish the period of coverage. 

We examined a number of cards at each location to deter- 
mine the tune lapse between contract award dates and when 
the local Employment Service offices received the cards 
Local office receipt dates were not available for 43 of "the 
203 cards we reviewed, and in those cases, we compared award 
dates with the Dun & Bradstreet processing dates shown on 
the car as,. 

The table below shows the elapsed time between the 
contract award date and either the date the local office 
received the card or the date the card was processed by 
Dun & Bradstreet. 

_ Number Average 

From contract award d ate to of cards number of days 

Local office receipt 160 
Dun & Bradstreet 

processing date 43 86 . 

A Bun s Bradstreet official said it takes up to 60 days 
from the date it receives contract award information to 
process the information and issue the cards to the States, 
He said that time lapses of more than 60 days between award 
dates and sending cards to the States are due to Dun & 
Bradstreet not receiving: contract award ' information in a 
timely manner, He also said that the two main sources of 
information are the Commerce Business Daily and notices of 
contract award forms received from Government agencies. He 
said the timely notification problem primarily concerned ' 
the contract award notices. (Standard Form 99.) 

He examined 271 Dun & Bradstreet cards to determine the 
incidence of missing contract award and completion dates. 
The cards examined included some of those reviewed for time- 
liness. We found that contract award dates were missing 
from 25 percent of the cards, and completion dates were 
missing from 65, percent. 
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A Dun £ Bradstreet official said that ail award and 
completion d^tes included in the information provided to 
Dun h Bradstreet are included on the cards* In addition, he 
said the Commerce Business Daily, which is the information 
source for 42 percent of the records processed, shows no 
completion date and seldom shows an award date. 

Labor's Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs 
is responsible for the system of identifying covered contract 
tors. Ho evidence was found that anyone in that office 
monitored the adequacy of the input data given Dun a Brad- 
street, or that firm's contractor listings. 

Identifying subcontractors 

Labor has no system for identifying subcontractors nor 
has it given State Employment Service agencies any guidance 
on how to identify subcontractor locations subject to manda- 
tory listing requirements. Local offices essentia 1 ly rely 
on voluntary compliance by subcontractors. One of the three 
States reviewed, Missouri, «had instructed its local offices 
that only those employers listed by Labor were to be con- 
sidered officially subject to the mandatory listing require- 
ments and reported for noncompliance. When subcontractor 
coverage was determined locally, tho local office was not 
tu iuuludtf Lh^ r^Ialey l €£X> jl t iny f hitlng , anu listing ac- 
tivity in mandatory listing reports to the State. 

In June 1976, Labor revised its mandatory listing reg- 
ulations to include all tier subcontractors because research 
into the legislative history of the 1972 act showed an intent 
that all tier subcontractors be covered* The 1971 executive 
order, and previous regulations covered only first tier sub- 
contractors*. In revising the regulations f Labor was obviously 
concerned with having all intended subcontractors list open- 
ings with and report hiring activity to the Employment Serv- 
ice. However, Labor took no action to develop or prescribe 
a method for identifying covered subcontractors. 

MANDATOR? LISTING ORDERS 
CODED INCQRBECTLY 

The local. Employment Servicr. offices reviewed had 
erroneously coded some mandatory listing job orders* As a 
result of the coding errors, referral personnel were unaware 
that the orders were the mandatory type, and that special 
emphasis was to be given to referring disabled and Vietnam-era 
veterans. The incorrect coding also resulted in excluding 
those orders and related referral and placement data from 
•ffrendatory listing activity reports-. 
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We reviewed job orders (up to 25 orders per employer) 
submitted by 10 employers subject to mandatory listing 
to each local Employment Service office during che preceding 
12 raonths* Our review showed that 26 percent of the 1,059 
orders should have been coded as mandatory. The percent of 
orders incorrectly coded ranged from 3 percent in Evansville 
to S9 percent in Indianapolis* The results by local offices 
* are shown in the following table. 



Local Employment 
Service office 


Number of 
orders reviewed 


Incorrectly 
coded orders 
Number Percent 


Indianapolis 


189 


ill 


59 


Evans^ille 


153 


12 


8 


Kansas City 


220 


53 


24 
26 


Springfield 


139 


36 


Lam Angeles 


aso 


37 


A5 


San Bernardino 


108 


23 


21 


Totals 


1,059 


272 


26 


INCREASED EFFORTS 


HEEDED TO OBTMN AND 






USE CONTRACTORS * 


REPORTS AND JOB LISTINGS 





The State ErppiG*^*^^ S^r\/ie& ****** 4 **** **«**r~t** « j 

effective procedures to assure that contractors subject to 
mandatory listing iubm^^d required quarterly reports oC 
hiring activity* and all their covered job openings* 

Other problems regrir^VN^ ^.^rterly reports included £1) 
States not forwarding reports to local offices and (2) re* 
ports not showing hiring activity by location* Local 
employment office actions to determine whether contractors 
listed all covered job openings were either inadequate 
or nonexistent. Even where iocai offices had Identified 
instances of noncompliance , they rarely forwarded such 
cases through the State Employment Service agency to Labor 
for enforcement action. Labor has been aware of the la$c 
enforcement of the mandatory listing program, but has not 
been aggressive in assuring that local offices identify and 
report cases of noncompliance. 

Effective June 25, 1976, responsibility ? for enforcement 
of the sandatory listing program was transferred from Labor's 
Eaployaent and Training Administration to Labor's Employment 
Standards Administration, Office of Federal Contract Com* 
pliaiice Programs* The purpose of the transfer was to elim- 
inate possible conflicts of the same organization that 
relies on employers for job orders and placements, also 
having to take enforcement actions against such employers* 
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The Employment Standards Administration takes enforcement 
action based on noncompl iance cases referred from State Em- 
ployment Service agencies, A Labor Employment and Training 
Administration memorandum to its regional administrators 
dated June 14, 1977, noted however that many States were 
not reporting noncompliance. The memorandum ^mphasiied that 
local office efforts wert crucial to compliance, and directed 
that State Employment Service directors issue instructions 
to local offices on how to carry out their responsibilities, 
Copies of the instructions were to be sent to the Employment 
and Training Administration headquarters. No Collowup memo- 
randum had been issued as of February 16, 1978 , even though 
headquarters had received copies of instructions from only 
14 States. 

Contractors do not always submit quarter ly re ports 

Contractors are to report quarterly on (1) the number of 
new hires, (2) number of disabled veterans hired, and (3) 
number of Vietnam-era veterans hired* If a contractor 
fails to file quarterly reports, or fails to list applicable 
job openings* the local Employment Service office should 
cite the contractor for noncompliance* 

We reviewed quarterly report files for 236 selected 
contractors at 5 local Employment Service offices. We 
selected so contractors at .4 local offices and at the 
Springfield office we selected all 36 files of contractors 
available at the time of our fieldwork* The San Bernardino 
office did not have reports on file, He tri#d to select 
contractors that should have submitted reports for all four 
quarters of 1976. However, because of problems in identifying 
enough of these cases, we selected some contactors that had 
been subject to the reporting requirements for only one to 
three quarters* 

Our review showed that the offices had received only 
50 percent of the reports due from those contractors for 
the periods reviewed* Additional data on the contractors 1 
reports we reviewed at taeh Employment S#rvie# office are 
shown below. 



Local Employment 
Service office 



Number of 

contractors 

reviewed 



Percent of 

reports 

received 



Percent of 
contractors 



submitting all 
reports due 



Indianapolis 
Evansvill^ 
Kansas City 
Springfield 
Los Angeles 



50 
50 
50 
36 
50 



20 
18 
89 
28 
74 



12 
14 
64 
28 
62 
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Only 42 percent cf the C~nt ractors that should haOe 
submitted 4 reports had done so« California and Missouri had 
state-wide data >n the percent o£ eon tractors submitting the 
required quarterly reports. The California Mandatory Job 
Lifting Coordinator told us that the State and all Its local 
offices received only 27 percent of the reports due tar the 
quarter ended March 31, 1977, Similar data for Missouri 
showed that the State had received 68 percent or the -©porta 
due. 

Reports submitted directly to State offices 

Employment Standards Administration regulations perml* 
contractors with multiple hiring locations in a State to send 
their reports to the State Employment Service office rather 
than to each appropriate local office. California and 
Missouri had not established a system to assure that employers 
wore submitting their reports to either the State or the local 
office. In addition, when the reports submitted ta the States 
contained data broken down by local office jurisdiction* the 
State agencies were not consistently providing the? local 
offices with the data to allow them to determine whether the 
local hiriny units were iistiny their job openings, in 
Indiana, thu State office had a procedure to notify local 
ofc&Uus of the contractors who had submitted a consolidated 
quarterly report to the ^tate* 

In the Kansas City Employment Service office's jurisdic- 
tion* 54 contractors reported directly to the State* the 
State had been sending the local office reports from only two 
or three contractors quarterly* thus the local officii could 
not compare jobs listed with hires reported, The State office 
had no procedures for informing the local otEicea an all the 
contractors that were reporting to them, although such infor- 
mation is necessary if the local office is to adequately 
monitor the compliance of contractors in its jurisdiction, 

The California Mandatory Job Listing Coordinator sent 
contractor report data to the local offices semiannually, 
but the data covered only the most recent quarter's activity. 
The Coordinator told us that because about 30 percent of the 
contractors report to the State, he did nst have enough staff 
to provide local offices with all the report data. He 
questioned whether the local offices would use it in any case. 




Of the six Employment Service offices visited, only 
the two Missouri offices w^re determining whether contractors 
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were listing required job openings. The Kansas City office 
had been making such reviews for some time, although it did 
not necessarily review each contractor or analyze all their 
job orders. The Springfield Employment Service office began 
its review program in July 1977, At that time, the State 
began requiring local offices to submit a quarterly report, 
showing for each employer subject to mandatory listing the 
number of hires reported and job orders listed. Because jab 
orders may cover several openings, comparison of orders and 
hires is somewhat meaningless in determining whether con- 
tractors listed all openings, 

According to the State mandatory listing coordinator for 
Missouri, only 5 to 10 cases of potential noncompliance had 
been reported to the State since the inception of the program. 
These cases were all resolved at either the State or Labor 
regional office level. 

Neither of the California Employment S ice offices 
had any routine or systematic procedures for determining 
whether contractors were listing required job openings, and 
neither had reported any contractors for not listing jobs, 
The California Mandatory Job Listing Coordinator stated that 
local offices reported only 24 noncompliance cases during 
fiscal year 1976, The State was planning to develop a 
reporting system to identify negligent contractors. 

The Indiana Employment Service offices likewise were 
not determining whether contractors listed required job 
openings, A 1971 State directive to loci! offices stressed 
that local offices were not to seek contractors 8 compliance 
with mandatory listing requirements, but instead were to 
report noncompliance to the State, Local officials told 
us they did not want to become involved with determining or 
reporting noncompl iance , because such activities could be 
detrimental to relations with employers the offices relied 
on for job orders. The off icials also noted a staff short- 
age and the lack of emphasis un the program by Labor, 

Review of selected contractors' listing activity 

Our comparison of hires reported and jobs listed by a 
number of contractors at each local Employment Service office 
showed that some contractors did not list all their openings 
with the Employment Service, The activity for 114 contrac- 
tors , for the guar ter ended December « i , 1976, showed 42 
cases of significant differences between the number of 
reported hires and the number of openings listed. These 
comparisons provide indications of noncompliance, but may 
not be conclusive, Hires reported in one quarter could have 
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been for openings listed in a previous quarter, but the 
reports show only the number of hires, not the specific j. js 
that were filled. Nevertheless- "such comparisons provide 
local offices a basis for further analysis and discussions 
with contractors, and then possible referral to the Labor 
regional office when noncompliance is found* 

The following table shows for each office the number of 
contractors we reviewed that reported hiring activity- and 
the total number of hires reported and job openings listed 
during the quarter- 





Contractors 






Openings 


Local 


rev iewed 






1 isted 


Employing u t 


that reported 






as a 


Service 


hiring 


Reported 


Openings 


percentage 


office 


activity 


hires 


listed 


of hires 


Indianapolis 


18 


104 


34 


32,7 


Evansv il le 


11 


225 


25 


11.1 


Kansas City 


19 


222 


32 


14.4 


Springfield 


* 19 


493 


90 


18*3 


Los Angeles 


25 


1,034 


297 


28-7 


San Bernardino 


22 


251 


29 


11-6 


To ta 1 


114 


2,329 


507 


21,8 


At the Kansas City of Ci 


S of the 


19 selected contract 


tors reporting 


hiring aetivi 


<j*a " ng the 


quarter 


ended Decern- 


ber 31, 1976, 


had apparently 


not listed all their 


openings, as 


shown be>o&. 










Contractor 


Hire 


s reported 


Jobs listed 


A 




7 






B 




10 - 






C 




12 






D 




47 




2 


E 




86 




13 



Qur review of the EmployiBent Service records for the 
five employers referred to in the preceding table showed 
they had also failed to list all their job openings during 
the first three quarters of 1976* Employment Service personne 
had discussed the listing requirements with the employers 
during 1976. However, the local office did not report any 
of the five contractors to the State office for noncompliance 
until May 1977, when one was reported* The State forwarded 
the case to Labor the samt* month* 
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VES AWARENESS OF MANDATORY 
LISTING PROBLEMS NOT DOCUMENTED 



Regional and State VES representatives responsible for 
monitoring the mandatory listing program in the three States 
told us that they were aware of the type of problems discussed 
in this chapter* but they had not documented their efforts to 
inform responsible State and regional officials of the improve- 
merits needed. Without documentation available* we could not 
determine how eo^^ehensive the VES recommendations had been 
on the mandatory ^sting program. 

VES representatives for Labor region VII and Missouri 
told us they had made no formal recommendations for correcting 
mandatory job listing problems. The regional VES representa- 
tive told us that everyone talked about the problems but did 
nothing to correct them. 

VES representatives for 'Labor region IX and CaliforniEi 
also stated that the/ had not made any formal recommendations 
to operating officials for correcting mandatory listing prob- 
lems* One representative said that effective enforcement was 
not caken seriously* 

The VES representative for Indiana said that he was 
aware the- Indianapolis local office was not monitoring con- 
tractors- compliance with listing and reporting requirements* 
biU he had not reported the matter to State or Labor opera^ 
ting officials, His November 1976 review of the mandatory 
listing program in the Evansville office did not include any 
findings or conclusions concerning contractor listing and 
reporting activity. 

C ONCLUSIONS 

The mandatory listing program has been poorly adminis- 
tered by the Employment Service, thus resulting in many jobs 
not being listed that should have been, and the Service not 
being able to refer veterans for possible placement, Local 
offices improperly coding orders from mandatory listing 
employers resulted in referral staff being unaware that dis- 
abled and Vietnam^era veterans were to receive referral prior- 
ity oiv those orders* This also results in mandatory listing 
activity reports not including some pertinent data. 

The system used by Labor to inform local Employment 
^rvice offices as to the employers subject to mandatory 
isting requirements needs to be improved to more consistently 
reflect the contract coverage periods and provide the data 
on a more timely basis. Local employment offices cannot 



